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Current Topics. 


Retirement of a Registrar, 

RETIREMENTS are rather the order of the day at present. In 
addition to the two we announced last week, we understand that 
Mr. ARTHUR G. THEED, one of the Registrars of the Chancery 
Division, is resigning his office. We believe that he entered 
the Registrars’ office in or about the year 1878. 











The Liabilities of Solicitors, 

AT THE time of going to press the House of Lords has not yet 
given the reasons of its members for its unanimous decision on 
Thursday in last week, reversing the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal in Lloyd v. Grace, Smith & Co. (Temes, March 29th). The 
delivery of the judgments will be awaited with great interest by 
the profession, since the importance of the decision to its members 
is undeniable. It certainly seems to impose upon solicitors a 
grave burden, against which no one can adequately safeguard 
them. Put shortly, the question is whether solicitors are to be 
held liable for a fraud committed by their managing clerk on 
his own behalf, without the connivance of his employers, and 
in such a way that ordinary diligence on their part could not 
have prevented it? If they are not liable on the principle of 
respondeat superior, then they cannot be made liable for the 
appellant’s moneys embezzled by their clerk. But if the clerk 
was acting within the scope of his employment when committing 
the tortious act, or if his employers must be taken to have 
constructive notice of his fiduciary position with respect to the 
property dealt with by him, or if their failure to discover and pre- 
vent his fraud is an act of negligence towards their clients, then 
they are liable. The first view commended itself to the majority 
of the judges in the Court of Appeal, the latter to the House of 
Lords. As the grounds of the decision cannot be inferred 


from the arguments before the court, we think it better to 


defer comment until an authoritative exposition of them has been 
made by the court itself. 
24 











408 ___—s THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 





April 6, 1912. | 








Messages by Telephone instead of Messages in 
Writing. 

Ir Is stated that in a case in the City of London Court, in which 
the evidence as to the conclusion of a contract was contradictory, 
the judge observed that half his time in the court was taken up with 
discussions arising from statements made on the telephone, and he 
went on to express his wish that people would write letters instead 
of sending messages by telephone. Messages by telephone are 
merely conversations between persons at a distance from each other, 
and the judge’s wish is really that in all business transactions con- 
tracts should be reduced to writing, and not left for proof by the 
evidence of witnesses. Those who have any experience of the law 
of France and other States of the Continent know that in those 
countries oral evidence, except in commercial cases, is exceptional. 
By article 1,341 of the Civil Code, which constitutes what may 
fairly be termed the French ‘Statute of Frauds,” every judicial 
fact, the object of which exceeds in value 150 francs, must be 
reduced into writing. The policy of the Statute of Frauds 
has been severely criticized in this country, and it was said many 
years ago, by the late Mr. Justice STEPHEN, that the power of the 
law to control conduct is small, and is constantly exaggerated ; that 
laws ought to be adjusted to the habits of society, and ought not 
to aim at remoulding them, and that custom and what is called com- 
mon sense regulate the great mass of human transactions. If,unfor- 
tunately, he added, the law deviates from these guiding principles it 
becomes a nuisance. No better illustration of the force of these 
observations could be found than the course of business on the 
Manchester Exchange, where day after day an enormous body of 
transactions for the sale of phon | is adjusted by word of mouth, 
without any note of the bargain. The daily and hourly business 
of a large part of the mercantile community is carried out with 
such speed that letters or other written documents would be a 
serious obstacle in the progress of our extensive commerce. 


Forfeiture for Disputing Wills. 

THE CouRTs have natura!ly been disinclined to admit the validity 
of conditions in wills which forbid legatees to resort to litigation 
for the protection of their rights, and it is settled that a condition 
that the legatee shall not dispute the will is void, at any rate as 
to personal estate, provided there is probabilis causa litigandi 
(Powell v. Morgan, 2 Vern. 90); and the same principle applies if 
the condition is against interference with the management of the 
estate, though it is otherwise where the litigation is frivolous, 
and then the clause of forfeiture will take effect : Adams v. Adams 
(1892, 1 Ch. 369). It has been suggested that the clause has 
greater efficacy in regard to real estate, but it is obvious that the 
same considerations apply equally to real and persoaal estate, and 
no distinction should be allowed on this ground (see Jarman on 
Wills, 6th edition, p. 1549), though apparently a gift over will 
make the condition effective if it is aimed solely at disputing the 
will : Stevenson v. Abington (11 W. R. 935). If, however, the 
condition purports to deprive the legatee of the chance of pro- 
tecting his interests in any way, it is repugnant to the legacy and 
is void. In Lhodes v. Muswell Hill Land Co. (29 Beav., p. 563) 
RomILty, M.R., observed in reference to such a condition :— 
“The testator says, I give you the property, but if you resort 
to any proceedings whatever respecting it, even to secure 
its enjoyment, I give it to someone else; the thing is absurd.” 
In the recent case of He Williams (1912, 1 Ch. 399) a testator did 
not absolutely forbid litigation, but he directed that in case any 
action or other proceedings for the administration of his estate 
should be commenced by any beneficiary, the costs of all parties 
as between solicitor and client should be paid out of his share. 
Some of the beneficiaries brought an action against the executors 
and trustees for an account on the footing of wilful default, and 
the defendants submitted to judgment on this footing. It was 
contended that the costs must be paid out of the shares of the 
plaintiffs, but Swinren Eapy, J., rejected this contention on both 
the grounds stated above. There was probabilis causa litigandi, 
and, apart from this, the condition was void for repugnancy, 
The clause, as the learned judge pointed out, was in effect that, 
if proceedings were necessary for the protection of the interests of 
the beneficiaries, their shares, to the extent of the costs, were to 
be given to someone else, Justas in Rhodes v. Muswell Hill Land 
Co. (supra), this was absurd and repugnant. 





The Annual Report as to Patents, Designs and 
Trade-Marks. 

THE ANNUAL Report (dated March 14th, 1912), of the Comp. 
troller-General of Patents, Designs and Trade-Marks, for the 
year 1911, is instructive reading for those interested in the 
matters dealt with, and particularly for those who are 
keen on statistics. Two or three points arising on the Report 
appear’ worthy of special notice. Section 26 of the Act of 1907 
empowers the Comptroller to revoke a patent on an applica- 
tion, within two years of its date, by a person who might have 
opposed its grant. There were eight of these applications in 
1911: one was rejected as out of time, two were dismissed, two 
withdrawn, two are still outstanding, and in one case only 
was the application successful. Under section 27 a patent may be 
revoked by the Comptroller on the ground of the patented inven- 
tion being worked exclusively or mainly outside the United King. 
dom. This wasa provision of which great things were expected, 
but in 1911 there were only five applications under it ; in two cases 
the patent was revoked, in one the patent expired after the 
proceedings had begun, in one the a was dismissed, 
and the remaining case was not disposed of at the date of the 
Report. There is, as will be remembered, an appeal to the Law 
Officers from the decision of the Comptroller on oppositions to 
the grant of patents. It appears from the Report that there were 
118 of these oppositions heard by the Comptroller in 1911, and 
twenty-four appeals from him, of which nine were withdrawn 
or abandoned, in five the decision of the Comptroller was 
supported, and in one it was varied. The remaining nine were 
still outstanding at the date of the Report. May we, with 
respect, ask why they have not been dealt with? The decisions 
of the Law Officers are of extreme importance to patentees 
and patent agents, and delay in dealing with appeals to 
the Law Officers seems to us much to be deprecated. 
Turning to trade-marks, there were 9,743 applications for 
registration in 1911, as agdinst 10,623 in 1910. Of these 100 
were special applications for the registration of names, . 
tures or words as distinctive marks under section 9 (5). The 
passage in the Report dealing with these special applications 
does not sufficiently shew what became of them. It states that 
sixty were reported to the Board of Trade, but nothing is said 
as to what happened to the other forty. As to the sixty which 
were reported, what happened to forty-three of them is stated, 
but the fate of the other seventeen is not given. In view of 
the great interest which is taken in the subject, more definite 
information should, we think, have been afforded. The Report 
further states that there were sixteen applications for special 
trade-marks (i.¢., standardization marks) under section 62, of 
which two were allowed and two withdrawn, four were wrongly 
made, and the rest were still under the consideration of the Board 
of Trade at the date of the Report. Here, again, there appears 
to have been considerable delay. There may be a good explana- 
tion of it, but, in the absence of any such explanation, we think 
the delay is very regrettable. Despatch is vital in dealing with 
commercial cases, as has been recognized in the High Court. 


Magistrate’s Order for Finder of Lost Property 
to Return it to Owner. 

NEWSPAPER REPORTS of police cases are not always prepared 
by those who are familiar with English law, and it may be 
that there are some inaccuracies in one which we have just read. 
An application had been made to a Metropolitan police magis- 
trate, under section 40 of the Metropolitan Police Courts Act, 1839, 
for the delivery up of a valuable pin, which it was alleged had 
been improperly detained by the defendant. The applicant, the 
owner and loser of the pin, which was stated to be of much 
greater value than £15, had offered a reward to any finder who 
should bring it to his address; but hearing that it was in the 
possession of the defendant, who had found and retained it, 
having no knowledge of its real value, he insisted that it should 
be returned to him, and refused to pay the reward. ‘The 
magistrate dismissed the application, saying, according to the 
report, that the defendant, in the circumstances, had a right to 
keep the pin. Section 40 of the Act enacts that upon complaint 
by any person claiming to be entitled to the property or 
possession of any goods which are detained by any other person 
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. . « the value of which shall not be greater than £15, it 
shall be lawful for the magistrate to summon the person 
complained of, and to inquire into the title or possession of 
the goods ; and if it shall appear to him that they have been 
detained without just cause “it shall be lawful” for him to 
order the goods to be delivered to the owner thereof. It will be 
seen that a condition of this jurisdiction is that the value of 
the goods shall not be greater than £15. If, therefore, the 
magistrate thought that the value of the pin was greater than 
£15, there was sufficient reason for dismissing the case without 
entering into any inquiry as to the right to the possession of 
the article. But assuming that he considered that the value of 
the pin was less than £15, he might still think that, sitting in 
a court of summary jurisdiction, he was not bound to decide in 
favour of the applicant, for there was a bon fide question as to 
the right to refuse payment of the reward, which he might leave 
to the determination of a court of law, by refusing, in the 
exercise of his discretion, to make an order for the delivery of the 
pin. It migbt well be that the applicant had a right to with- 
draw his offer of a reward before his offer had come to the 
knowledge of the defendant, or had been acted upon by him so as 
to constitute a contract, and it could hardly be suggested that the 
defendant had a lien on the pin for the reward which he claimed. 
But the magistrate might still think that the case was not one 
to be determined by a court of summary jurisdiction, though he 
would scarcely be justified in saying that the defendant had a 
right to keep the pin, 


Negligence Towards Children. 

Ir 1s now settled law that to leave in the vicinity of school chil- 
dren anything out of which their mischievous ingenuity can devise 
a dangerous toy is negligence, for which the person responsible is 
liable in damages should injury result : Cooke v. Midland Railway 
Co. (1909, A.C. 229). Butsome of the results of this doctrine, 
familiar as a series of recent cases bas made it, are just a little 
startling. An instructive example is the case of Jackson v. London 
County Council and Chappell (Times, April 2nd), which came before 
the Court of Appeal on Monday. CHAPPELL, the second 
defendant, was a builder who ‘was engaged by the London 
Council to do certain repairs at an elementary echool under 
their management. This workman left a truck of lime in the 
playground without employing anyone to stand over it and see 
that the boys did not play with it. One morning the school 
master saw the truck, and asked the builder over the telephone to 
remove it on the ground that it was dangerous. CHAPPELL sent a 
man, who, however, did not think it necessary to remove it. After 
school broke up, some boys began playing with the lime, which 
they used as a missile, and the eye of one of them was 
injured. A jury awarded the boy damages against both Council 
and builder, and against this judgment both defendants appealed. 
The Court of Appeal, however, saw no difficulty in the case, and 
did not even call on counsel for the plaintiff. In their view, 
the simple question was whether or not a truck of lime could 
possibly be dangerous to mischievous schoolboys if they chose 
to throw it about ; if it could, then it was for a jury to decide 
whether or not there was negligence in leaving it near a play- 
ground. The possibility of danger from the truck was con- 
clusively proved, in their opinion, by the fact that the school- 
master had asked for its removal. Had our old friend, Mr. 
Midshipman Easy, lived into the twentieth century, he would 
have seen at least one of his favourite contentions become part of 
the law of the land. The farmer, whose beehives he trampled to 
pieces while escaping from the pursuit of a bull who disturbed 
him in the act of stealing the farmer’s apples, would have been 
obliged to compensate Mr. Easy for certain injuries to his person 
which those stern moralists, the bees, inflicted. 


Deaf and Dumb Deponents. 


IN THE second edition of Stringer on Oaths, published in 
1893, it is stated that the usual mode of swearing a deaf-mute 
to an affidavit is, first, to put to him in writing, while pointing 
to his signature to the affidavit, the ordinary question, viz.: Is 
that your name and handwriting? and on his sotntgn he an 

of 


affirmative gesture, to lay before him the following wo 





the oath : You do swear that the contents of this, your affidavit, 

are true, so help you Gop; and further, if he is unacquainted 
with the usual form of swearing, to signify to him to “kiss the 
book.” The Oaths Act, 1909, which has come into operation 
since the publication of the above-mentioned work, enacts by 
section 2: (1) That any oath may be administered and taken in 
the form and manner following: the person taking the oath 
shall bold the New Testament, or, in the case of a Jew, the Old 
Testament, in his uplifted hand, and sball say or repeat after the 
officer administering the oath the words, “I swear by ALMIGHTY 
Gopthat . . .’’ followed by the words of the oath prescribed 
by law. (2) The officer shall (unless the person about to take the 
oath voluntarily objects thereto, or is physically incapable of so 
taking the oath) administer the oath in the form and manner 
aforesaid without question. A difficulty recently arose in the 
Woolwich Police Court with regard to the taking of the oath by 
a witness for a prosecution. The witness was a deaf-mute, and 
at first the constable who acted as interpreter repeated the oath, 
spelling it out on bis fingers at the same time; but this was 
x eine to by the chief clerk, who pointed out that the witness 
must hold the book in his uplifted hand whilst repeating the 
oath, This, at first, appeared to be a serious difficulty, as the 
witness required both hands to “speak” in the deaf and dumb 
alphabet. This difficulty was, however, removed by arranging 
that the witness should hold the book between one finger and 
thumb, whilst repeating the oath with the remaining fingers. 


Set-Off in Winding-up. 

Ir BAS been settled that a shareholder of a company who is 
also a creditor cannot, in the winding-up of the company, set off 
his debt against the calls due from him, and on the same principle 
it has been decided by NEVILLE, J., in Re Law Car and General 
Insurance Corporation (1912, 1 Ch. 405), that a director, who has 
given a guarantee for the company’s bank overdraft on the terms 
that payments made under it shall be treated as payments made 
in advance of future calls, cannot obtain the benefit of this arrange- 
ment in a winding-up. In a winding-up the calls due from 
the shareholders form the fund out of which the debts are 
to be paid, and shareholders are bound to make good their 
contributions to this fund before they can claim anything out 
of it as creditors. Hence the right of set-off, which assumes that 
the cross-claims are on the same footing, is excluded. The prin- 
ciple was established by [te Overend, Gurney & Co., Grissell’s Case (1 
Ch. App. 528), and Re Paraguassu Tramroad Co., Black & Co.'s Case 
(8 Ch. App. 254), in the latter of which Lord SELBORNE, C., pointed 
out that it was essential for set-off that the rights should be sub- 
stantially the same. Moreover, the effect of allowing set-off would 
be to give the shareholder a preference in respect of his debt, and 
to exonerate him from liability as a shareholder to contribute 
towards the payment of the debts of other creditors. In Le 
Law Car and General Insurance Corporation (supra), it was con- 
tended that the above cases were based on section 25 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, requiring paymént for shares in cash in 
the absence of a filed agreement in writing to the contrary, and 
that it had disappeared with the repeal of that section. But the 
principle seems to be quite separate from the question of payment 
for shares in cash, and NEVILLE, J., rejected the contention. In 
the case before him the director had a right in certain events to 
treat payments made by him, and constituting a debt due from 
the company, as made on account of his shares. This, in the 
view of the learned judge, was indistinguishable from a right of 
set-off, and, in a winding-up was excluded by the principle in 
question. 


Tenants for Life and Damages for Non-Repair by 
Lessees, 

THE QUESTION whether damages recovered from a lessee of 
settled property are to be treated as capital or income, which 
was discussed last year in Re Lacon’s Settlement (1911, 2 Ch. 17), 
has been raised again in Re Pyke (ante, p. 380), and WARRINGTON, 
J., has distinguished the former case and held that they are 
capital. In Jte Lacon’s Settlement the lease had been granted 
undef the Settled Land Acts, and the tenant for life as landlord 
recovered damages for non-repair. As a matter of principle the 
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damages ought to be applied in putting the property into repair, 
and they therefore represent capital, and SwINFEN Eapy, J. 
when the case was before him (1911, 1 Ch. 351), held that the 
tenant for life, being a trustee under section 53 of the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, for all persons entitled, must pay the damages 
to the trustees. Practically that was wrong, because the 
trustees could not apply the damages in repairs, and the Court 
of Appeal held that it was technically wrong because the case 
was not within section 53. Hence the tenant for life was allowed 
to keep the damages and apply them either in repairs or not, 
as he chose. In the present case of Le Pyke (supra), the lease 
was subsisting at the time of the testator’s death, and the 
damages were recovered by the trustees. This fact altered their 
destination. The tenant for life was entitled to the “‘rents and 
other produce” of the property, but these words refer only to 
receipts in the nature of income, and damages for breach of 
covenant are not in this category. 


~~ 


Adultery Punished as a Criminal Offence. 

By THE Statutes of the Commonwealth for 1650, c. 10, “ the 
abominable and crying sin of adultery” is adjudged felony, and 
every person, as well the man as the woman, offending therein, 
shall suffer death as in case of felony, without benefit of clergy. 
This law was not renewed at the Restoration, and the offence is 
now so entirely foreign to our criminal jurisprudence that we may 
be surprised to hear that in a State so near to us as France, 
adultery is still punished as a criminal offence. This appears by 
the report of a decision of the Superior Court of the island of 
Tahiti, a French possession, whereby a French officer, guilty of 
adultery with a native woman, was sentenced to fifteen days’ 
imprisonment and a penalty of 350 francs. Statutes making 
adultery a capital offence were at one time in force in Scotland, 
and we are informed that the records of the Court of Justiciary 
shew that capital punishment was in former times frequently 
inflicted for this crime, 





Concerning the Repair of Chancels. 


THE question of the extent to which the ownership of ap 
impropriate tithe rent-charge carries with it a liability for the 
repair and upkeep of the chancel of the parish church, is one of 
considerable importance at the present day. Speculative dealings 
in this particular kind of real estate have lately become much 
more common, so that the matter is one which not infrequently 
arises as between vendor and purchaser, while it often happens 
that churchwardens and others interested in the maintenance of 
the fabrics of churches are only partially aware of their rights in 
this respect, and desire to be informed as to the methods by 
which those rights can be enforced. The matter has, moreover, 
a still wider importance, for it is at least probable that the owners 
of lands in which tithe rent-charges have been “merged” are 
themselves subject to the liability in question. 

It is important to remember that special customs or local Acts 
of Parliament override in many places the general propositions 
which it is possible to lay down on the subject, but in the absence 
of any such particular circumstances the common law of England 
prevails, which allots the repairs of the church to the parishioners, 
and the repairs of the chancel to the rector, whether he be a 
spiritual rector or an impropriator; and such rector can be 
compelled to perform his duty by means of a criminal suit 
promoted by the churchwardens in the consistory court of the 
diocese “ for the lawful correction and reformation of his manners 
and excesses, and especially for refusing or neglecting to rebuild 
or repair the chancel of the parish church of . ». A suit of 
this description, Morley v. Leacroft is reported in L. R. 1896, P. 
92, and the judgment of the Chancellor in that case contains a 
useful réswmé of the law applicable to the matter. The judg- 
ment, after admonishing the respondent to repair the dilapidations, 
concludes as follows : “I think it expedient to add that the court 
has full power to enforce its orders (see 53 Geo. 3, c. 127), and 
indeed, it is bound to do so if the churchwardens should.come 
before the court . . and shew that the order has been 


refers makes disobedience to the orders of ecclesiastical courts 
punishable by imprisonment for contempt. 

It is, however, necessary that the chancel must be out of 
repair at the time when the suit wasinstituted. In Neville v. Kirby 
(1898, L. R. P. 160) Lord PgNnzANncg, in the course of his 
judgment said “The ecclesiastical jurisdiction in reference to 
the chancel of a parish church is based upon the duty of 
upholding and maintaining in safety and security the fabric of 
the church itself. If this is jeopardized, the ecclesiastical courts 
have time out of mind interfered to impose upon those who 
may be bound to repair. it the discharge of that duty by 
timely and reasonable repairs, If the chancel of a parish 
church is in need of repair, the ecclesiastical court entertains 
a suit complaining of its defective condition, and on proper 
proof as to the persons liable to repair, it issues a monition to 
such persons, commanding the thing to be done, which it follows 
up, if need be, by the usual ecclesiastical censures. But this is 
the limit of the court’s interference, and there is no precedent 
or warrant for the exercise of the coercive powers of the court 
to enforce against a layman a payment of a money claim. 
Nor does its right and jurisdiction to interfere exist at all 
unless the fabric of the church is in a defective state at the 
time when the office of the judge is sought to be promoted.” 
In this case, therefore, the churchwardens, who had done the 
work themselves, expecting that they could afterwards oblige 
the respondents to reimburse them, were unsuccessful. 

The two cases above referred to appear to be the only cases 
for at least fifty years, of which there is any record in the 
recognized law reports, but although (as is stated in the judgment 
in Morley v. Leacroft) such cases are extremely infrequent, there 
have in fact been others of a similar kind which would 
probably have been reported in local newspapers and are no doubt 
duly recorded in the books of the registrars of the various 
diocesan courts. The comparative infrequency of such cases 
may be attributed partly to the fact that a large proportion of 
impropriate rectories are vested in collegiate bodies, in ecclesiastical 
or quasi-ecclesiastical corporations, and in the owners of large 
landed estates, whose liabilities are either expressly admitted or 
are in effect amply satisfied by the amount of their contributions 
to the general purposes of the church. Partly, too, to the 
ignorance among churchwardens that the liability exists, coupled 
with the difficulty and expense of the procedure appropriate to 
enforcing it, and partly also to the existence (as in the City of 
London), or suspected existence, of some valid custom to the con- 
trary. 

Whether impropriate tithe rent-charges could be sequestrated 
for the purpose of providing funds for the repair of a chancel is 
a question which is not free from doubt: Wallwin v. Auberry (2 
Vent. 35) and Anon (2 Keb. 829); but this remedy is hardly 
likely to be invoked nowadays. 

An important matter, from the impropriator’s point of view, 
is whether the contents and “ embellishments ” of a chancel are to 
be considered as part of it, and so to be repairable by him. This 
was discussed in a case of Pense v. Prouse (2 Lord Raymond, 5%), 
but unfortunately was left undecided, ROKEBY, J., being of opinion 
that the parishioners ought to contribute to the repairs of such 
ornaments, while Hott, C. J., was doubtful on the point. This 
part of the case does not appear to be dealt with in any text- 
books, but on general principles it would seem that, while the 
rector ought to repair screens, carved woodwork and other 
“ ornaments ” attached to and forming part of the fabric of the 
chancel, he would not be held responsible for ‘moveable fix- 
tures,” or for decorations such as painted windows, The law on 
this subject is, however, extremely obscure, and such obscurity 
makes it the more necessary that the consistory courts should 
recognize and act upon the rule that no faculty should be 
granted for any alterations in or additions to a chancel or its 
contents without the rector’s consent, or at least without previous 
notice to him: see Rich v. Bushnell (1 Hagg. Eccl. 164). 

It appears that where (as is very often the case) there are 
more impropriators than one, the court will not settle the pro- 
portion in which they are to bear the expense of the repairs 
for which they are liable, but will merely admonish all who are 














contumaciously disobeyed.” " The statute to which the Chancellor 
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pain of ecclesiastical censures. It is not necessary to make every 
impropriator a party, but it does appear to be necessary to 
ve that the persons prosecuted have received tithes or other 
profits of the rectory sufficient to meet the expenses of the 
repairs, and this would seem in practice to be treated as the 
limit of the impropriator’s liability (Phillimore’s Ecclesiastical 
law, 2nd ed. Vol. II., p. 1417). There is, however, a 
deal to be said for the contention that the actual liability of 
the impropriator at common law is a liability existing indepen- 
dently of his profits and of the amount of them, and attaching 
to him virtute officit, although, no doubt, the statement in Philli- 
more is correct in this sense, that the court will not admonish 
arector to expend more upon repairs than he has _ received 
from the rectory. The proposition that the liability is 
primarily a personal liability is one of very great importance, 
especially in connection with the questions as to the continuance of 
the liability after the merger of the tithe. The co-impropriators, 
being left to settle the proportions among themselves, must, it 
would appear, divide their liability in proportion to the value 
of their respective holdings in the rectory; and if there are 
other impropriators, or Jandowners liable as such in respect of 
merged impropriate tithes, who have not been made parties to 
such a suit as above described, they could either be brought in 
as co-respondents at the instance of the impropriators originally 
sued, or could be made to contribute such part of the expenses 
of complying with the order of the court as could be shewn to 
represent the fair proportion of the moneys expended to remedy 
the neglect of a duty for which they, as well as the persons 
actually sued, were responsible. 

The most difficult of all the questions involved in this matter, 
and as to which authority seems to be wholly wanting, is under 
what circumstances and to what extent the liability in question 
survives the merger or redemption of the tithe or tithe rent- 
charge? Tithes, being of a quasi-spiritual nature, could not 
merge in the lands out of which they issued except under express 
statutory provisions—as, for instance, in many modern inclosure 
Acts, under which a portion of land is allotted to the spiritual 
or lay rector (as the case may be) in lieu of the tithes which had 
previously issued out of the inclosed lands. More than 2,000 of 
such Acts, containing clauses for the commutation of tithe, are 
said to have been passed between 1757 and 1830 (Cripps’ 
Church and Clergy, 6th ed., pp. 296 and 297). All these 
commutations under special Acts are not in any way altered or 
affected by the general Commutation Acts (being expressly 
excepted from their operation), and in each case depend upon the 
provisions of the particular Acts under which they were made. The 
extinguishment of the tithes and the substitution of land as parcel 
of the rectory would appear (apart from special enactment) not to 
have affected the obligationof the impropriator to repair the chancel, 
and if there were previously any rights against the tithe (as distin- 
guished from rights against the rector) those rights survive, and 
are enforceable against the substituted land. The question is, 

rhaps, not so easy to answer where tithes or tithe rent-charges 

ave beenmerged or extinguished under the general Commutation 
and Redemption Acts (all of which are to be construed as one) in 
exchange for a capital sum or otherwise, but it has generally been 
assumed that the provision in the Tithe Act, 1839 (2 & 3 Vict. 
¢c. 32) to the effect that lands in which tithes or tithe rent- 
charges have been merged under the provisions of the general 
Acts, shall be subject to the liabilities existing on such tithes or 
tithe rent-charge to the extent of the value of the latter— 
includes not only the more obvious case of an express mortgage 
or charge, but also the liability to repair chancels, and this view 
is probably, and, indeed, almost certainly, correct. Although the 
Act is not very happily expressed, because, as has been said, the 
liability appears to be primarily a personal liability binding 
on the rector as an incident of the office which he holds, rather 
than a charge upon the profits of that office, yet the application 
of the enactment would seem to be sufficiently clear from the 
words of the section, which provide not only that such lands, 
but also the owners thereof for the time being, are to be liable 
to the same remedies in the performance of any duty in respect 
of such liability as the tithes or rent-charge, or the owner thereof 
for the time being, were or was liable previously to such merger, 





How, if at all, the liability is to be enforced against the land (all 
the remedies being, as already pointed out, in the nature of 
personal remedies against the rector) is exceedingly doubtful, and 
it is suggested that the effect of the statute must be that the 
landowner is, forthe purposes of chancel repairs, in the position of an 
impropriator and liable accordingly. The result seems to be that 
an owner of unmerged tithe rent-charges has the right to share 
his liability with the owners of lands in which tithe or tithe rent- 
charges have been merged under the general Acts, and that the 
latter could also be sued in the first instance as being themselves 
co-rectors of the parish. The question does not seem to have 
been tested as yet, but it is obviously inequitable that the owner 
of the unmerged portion of the tithe rent-charge of a parish 
should have his burden increased pro tunto on every merger of 
other parts of such tithe rent-charges, and it appears to be likely, 
having regard to the great number of mergers effected every 
year, that the matter will sooner or later have to be decided and 
dealt with. It may be observed that the Established Church 
(Wales) Bill of 1909 provided, in clause 22, that a county 
council should not, by reason of being entitled to or receiving 
any tithe rent-charge under the Act, be liable for the repair of 
any ecclesiastical building. 

The St. Asaph Case (L. R. 1897, 1 Q. B. 511) decided that, in 
assessing the owners of a tithe rent-charge to the poor-rate, no 
deduction is permissible in respect of the liability of such owners 
to repair the chancel of the parish church, and some of the 
observations of the Court of Appeal in that case might appear at 
first sight to throw some doubt on the existence of the liability. 
That this was not the effect of the case is, however, clear, and see 
per Bucktey, L.J., in Newport Union v. Stead (lu. R, 1907, 2 
K. B., at p. 478), 








Reviews. 


National Insurance. 


Tur Law or Nationat InsukANcE. WITH INTRODUCTION AND 
Notes. By Epmonp Browneg, Barrister-at-law, and H. KIncsLEY 
Woop, Solicitor. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This work supplies a very fully annotated edition of the National 
Insurance Act, 1911, followed by model rules for societies which 
desire to become approved societies under the Act. The authors 
rightly describe the Act as complicated and technical, but a measure 
which attempts to found a comprehensive system of national insurance 
could hardly be otherwise. The reader will be materially assisted 
by the summary of the more important provisions of the statute with 
which the book opens, and in* which a short sketch is given of the 
nature of the benefits provided, and of the contributions required to 
secure them. The scope of Part I. of the Act relating to health 
insurance is defined by section 1, which extends its benefits to all 
persons, whether British subjects or not, who are engaged in any of 
the employments specified in Part I. of the first schedule, not being 
employments specified in Part II. of thé same schedule. Part I. 
covers, in effect, all employment in the United Kingdom _under a 
contract of service or apprenticeship, whether expressed or implied ; 
and Part II. specifies twelve different classes of employment, 
amongst them being service in the army and navy, and also employ- 
ment otherwise than by manual labour at more than £160 a year, 
and employment of a casual nature otherwise than for the purposes of 
the employer’s trade or business. There are expressions which have 
been judicially considered under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts, 
and the notes tosection 1 include explanations of the schedule with 
reference to the cases so decided. The administration of the Act is 
entrusted, by section 14, to approved societies and the insurance com- 
mittees, and the notes to section 23 usefully point out the mode in 
which societies may become approved. In these and other matters 
the authors have attempted, by intelligent anticipation, to provide 
guidance in regard to the various questions which will arise in rela- 
tion to the Act. The reader is assisted by the insertion, 1mme- 
diately under each section, of cross-references to other relevant parts 
of the statute, and the work, as a whole, forms a useful guide to this 
latest product of legislative activity. 





Books of the Week. 


Criminal Law.—A Selection of Leading Cases illustrating 
the Criminal Law, for the use of Students, By A, M. WILsHERE 











412 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


April 6, 1912.. 








M.A., LL.B. Being a Companion Volume to “The Elements o 
Criminal Law and Procedure,” by the same author. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

Railway Law.—An Epitome of Railway Law. By Ernest 
Epwin Georce WILviAMs, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes, 








Correspondence. 


Private Companies and the Statutory Report. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In your article under “ Current Topics” in your last issue on 
the subject of Mr. Justice Parker’s decision in Gardner v. Iredale, you 
say, “‘ Now the statutory report has no application at all in the case 
of private companies, so that part of section 65 clearly does not apply 
to them.” Is this not a little too sweeping? Sub-section 10 of 
section 65 relates to forwarding and filing the statutory report. 

3y analogy to the decision regarding the list of members, might 
it not well be said that although the sub-section absolves private 
companies from forwarding and filing the statutory report, that 
document should stil] be on the table at the statutory meeting ? 
Jno. C. WILSON. 

60, Castle street, Liverpool, Mar. 28. 

[Our correspondent seems to have rather misunderstood Mr. Justice 
Parker's point as to the statutory report, which we summarized in the 
words he quotes. His lordship moms meant that the statutory report 
has no application at all in the case of private companies as regards 
Sorwarding and filing ; the further question as to whether it should 
be on the table at the general meeting is one for future argument. 
—Ep. S..J.] 


The Death of Mr. Justice Talfourd. 
[To the Editor of the’ Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—The reference in your Journal of the 23rd inst. to the recent 
anniversary of the tragic death of Mr. Justice Talfourd on the bench 
-in 1854—when, if I rightly remember, his own son was sitting as a 
barrister in court, reminds me of some lines that were shortly after- 
wards published. 
[ was then fourteen years of age, and I may not correctly quote 
them from memory, but I think they ran thus: 
“The sudden plunge from life to death is ever awful ; 
If it be the votary of empty pleasure, who completes the fulness of 
his brief life amid the revels’ roar, 
Or soldier in hot blood while taking life, losing his own ; 
But more profoundly deep the lesson strikes when startled we 
behold 
The judge called from the judgment seat, to judgment.” 
Possibly some of your readers may know who was the author of 
the lines—and whether they are correctly quoted. 
Slough, Bucks, Mar. 27. R. H. Barrett. 
[We do not recall the lines quoted by our correspondent, but we 
have set inquiries on foot.—Ep. S./.] 








The Conveyancing Act, 1911, section 5 (2) 
(Mortgages). 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—I notice that in the article on the effect of this Act con- 
tained in your issue of the 10th February last it is stated that | 
(having regard to the above-quoted section) “apparently it will be | 
safe to dispense with the usual clause against liability for involun- | 
tary losses.” 

The usual clause (as given in Key and Elphinstone’s Precedents), | 
provides that “the mortgagee shall not be answerable for any | 
involuntary losses which may happen in or about the exercise or | 
execution of the power of sale or any of the powers or trusts which | 
may be vested in him by virtue of the mortgage deed or any statute ” ; 
this obviously extends to any express power contained in the deed 
or any power implied by the deed or by statute. 

Now section 21, sub-section (6), of the Act of 1881, as extended by 
section 5, sub-section (2), of the Act of 1911, gives an indemnity | 
against involuntary losses “happening in or about the exercise or 
execution of the power of sale . or of any power or provision 
contained 4x the mortgage deed.” 

This seems to me to be materially different from the usual express 
clause. The words added by the Act of 1911 make no reference to 
any statute, and the words “contained in” do not mean the same as | 
“vested in him by virtue of.” 

I venture to submit that it will not be absolutely safe to dispense 
with the usual express clause, because the section does not seem to 
afford protection against involuntary losses happening in or about 





the exercise or execution of any power (other than the power of 
sale), emplied by the mortgage eel or by any statute. 
E. J. Epwarp. 
11, Great Saint Helen’s, Bishopsgate, E.C., Mar. 21. 


[The memorandum prefixed to the Conveyancing Bill expressly 
stated that sub-clause (2) “abolishes the need for an ‘ involuntary 
losses’ clause.” No doubt the wording of the amended section is open 
to the criticism in our correspondent’s letter, but practically the only 
statutory power which may involve the mortgagee in loss is the 
power of sale; and even as regards that the statutory or express clauses 
seem to be no protection ; see Zomiin v. Luce (48 Ch. D. 191). Can 
our correspondent refer to any case where the clauses have proved 
effective 1— Ep. 8.J.] 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


VING (ON BEHALF OF THE SHAREHOLDERS OF THE DEFENDANT 
COMPANY OTHER THAN THE DEFENDANT DIRECTORS) »v. 
ROBERTSON & WOODCOCK (LIM.) AND OTHERS. Warrington, J. 
29th March. 


Company—Issve or SHares To Directors at A Price BELOW THEIR 
True VaALuUE—RESOLUTION OF THE CompaANy—Ruicut oF Directors 10 
Vore. 

By a resolution passed at an extraordinary general meeting of the 
company, it was resolved that certain unissued shares should be issued 
to the directors at par, though the true value of the shares was much 
greater. The directors held a majority of the shares in the com- 
pany, and the resolution was carried by their votes. 

Held, that although the value of the portion of the assets of the 
minority was decreased and the value of the portion of the assets of 
the majority was increased by an amount greater than the sum paid 
for the new shares, the resolulion was binding on the minority and 
could not be set aside. 


This was a motion asking for a declaration that a resolution passed 
by the defendant company at an extraordinary general meeting, held 
on the 6th of March, 1912, was not within the powers of a general or 
any other meeting of the company. The resolution was as follows :— 
‘That in consideration of services rendered 150 shares be allotted to 
the three working directors . . . in equal blocks of fifty shares each 
at par.’’ At that time there were ahentee issued 516 shares, of which 
315 were held by the three directors of the company. The resolution 
at the meeting being carried by a show of hands, a poll was demanded, 
with the result that the resolution was carried by the votes of the 
directors. The value of the shares was, in fact, considerably above 
par. The effect of the issue of the new shares was to diminish the 
value of the portion of the assets attributable to the minority of the 
shareholders and to increase the value of the proportion of the assets 
attributable to the majority of the shareholders by an amount greater 
than the sum paid by them to the company. 

Warrincton J., in the course of his judgment, said that it was 
contended, on behalf of the minority of the shareholders, that the 
resolution passed at the general meeting of the company was invalid 
because if was passed by the votes of the majority for their own 
advantage to the detriment of the minority. It was quite true that 
if a majority of shareholders in a company appropriated to them- 
selves assets of the company to the exclusion of the minority, such a 
transaction could not be sustained. There was no suggestion of fraud 
in this case, and it was admitted that the company required more 
capital. All that could be said was that the majority were appro 
priating to themselves shares which might have been allotted pro rata 
to all the shareholders. There was no right of shareholders to have 
shares allotted to them. A company could allot shares to whom it 
pleased. The true principle was stated by Sir Richard Baggallay in 
North-West Transportation Co. v. Beatty (12 A. C. 589, at p. 593) where 
he said : ‘‘ The general principles applicable to cases of this kind are 
well established. Unless some provision to the contrary is to be found 
in the charter or other instrument by which the company is incor- 
porated, the resolution of a majority of the shareholders, duly con- 
vened, upon any question with which the company is legally com- 
petent to deal, is binding on the minority, and consequently upon the 
company, and every shareholder has a perfect right to vote upon any 
such question, although he may have a personal interest in the subject 
matter opposed to, or different from, the general or particular interests 
of the company.” He could see no ground for saying that the resolu- 
tion was not valid.—Counsrn, Jacobs; Greaves. Soicrtors, P. PR. 
Gibbs; Masterman & Everington. 

[Reported by J. B. ©. Treganrnen, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Re PERKINS’ SETTLEMENT TRUSTS, LEICESTER. WARREN 
v. PERKINS. Warrington, J. 20th March. 
SETTLEMENT—SeTTLOR’s Own Property SetrteD oN H1msELF—VALIDITY 
or Forretrure CLAUSE. 
A settlor made a settlement of his property by which certain income 
was to be paid to himself for life or until he should attempt to alienate 
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it. Subsequently he executed a mortgage upon the income payable to 
him under the settlement. 

Held, that the settlor’s life interest in the fund was forfeited by 
operation of the charge. 


This was a summons to determine the question whether the husband’s 
interest in a fund was forfeited by the operation of a mortgage dated 
the 5th of December, 1911. By a settlement made in the year 1890 in 
consideration of marriage, the husband transferred certain funds be- 
longing to him to trustees upon trust to pay out of the income thereof 
a yearly sum of £500 to the wife during their joint lives, and subject 
thereto to pay the income of the trust funds to the husband ‘‘ during 
his life, or until he shall be outlawed or shall attempt or affect to 
assign, charge or incumber the said income or any part thereof, or 
shall do or suffer something whereby the same or any part thereof, 
would, through his act or default, or by operation or process of law 
or otherwise, if belonging absolutely to him, become vested in or 
payable to or charged in favour of some other person or persons,”’ and 
after the termination of the trust in favour of the husband to pay the 
income to the wife during her life without power of anticipation. Sub- 
ject to these trusts, the trustees were to hold the funds in trust fox 
the benefit of the issue of the marriage. On the 5th of December, 
1911, the husband executed a mortgage charging the income payable 
to him under the settlement with the repayment of a sum of £1,000 
and interest. 

WaRrRINGTON, J., in the course of his judgmeent, said that it was 
suggested that a forfeiture clause, such as the clause in this case, was 
not valid when applied to the settlor’s own property as against a 
person who took a charge on it, and that it would not be enforced as 
against a voluntary assignee. It had long been settled law that such a 
clause would have no effect given to it as against a general assign- 
ment as on bankruptcy. But it was suggested that the law went 
further, and that effect would not be given to the clause as against 
a voluntary assignee. He had always thought a difference existed in 
law according as the assignmeat was voluntary or involuntary by 
operation of law, but a doubt on this point had been expressed in 
the Encyclopedia of Forms and Precedents, vol. 13, 610 n. He did 
not intend to express his own view on the point, because the law was 
laid down in an authority which was binding on him, namely Fe 
Detmold (40 Ch. D. 585). That case absolutely decided the point 
before him a fortiori, because there the assignment was involuntary 
by operation of law, by the appointment of a receiver of the settled 
funds at the instance of a judgment creditor; here the assignment was 
voluntary. The husband’s life interest therefore was clearly forfeited 
by the operation of the charge.—Counset, Bryan Farrer; Kirby, and 
Noad; Carr, K.C., and Sebastian. Soticrrors, Marson & Toulmin; 
R. F. Yeo. 

[Reported by J. B. C. Treoarrnen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re STEWART PRECISION CARBURETTOR CO. Eve, J. 26th March. 


Company-—CapPITAL—REORGANIZATION OF SHARE CapriTaL—Specrat RE- 
SOLUTION—MEETINGS OF CLASSES OF SHAREHOLDERS AFFECTED— 
Companies Conso.ipation Act, 1908, s. 45. 


A company whose capital was divided into preference and ordinary 
shares passed a special resolution for the reorganization of its capital 
by converting certain preference shares into ordinary shares and by 
ging the preference shareholders a right to participate in surplus 
profits. The resolution was also passed and confirmed at separate meet- 
ings of the preference shareholders, but not by the ordinary share- 
holders. 

Held, that the special resolution ought to be confirmed by, the court 
+ mqgemmaaaa that it had not been confirmed by the ordinary share- 
olders. 


This was a petition for an order of the court confirming a special 
resolution for the reorganization of the capital of a company. The 
resolution was as follows: That the existing capital of the company, 
consisting of 4,000 6 per cent. cumulative preference shares of £1 each 
and 6,000 ordinary shares of £1 each, be reorganized by the division of 
the existing preference shares into 3,000 shares (which shall include 
the preference shares already issued) entitled to a preferential dividend 
of 6 per cent., and also to participate pari passu with the ordinary 
shares in the surplus profits of each year, and 1,000 ordinary shares of 
£1 each ranking pari passu with the existing ordinary shares both as 
regards dividends and capital, and by the consolidation of the last- 
mentioned shares and the existing ordinary shares into a single class 
of 7,000 shares. The resolution was passed at a general meeting, and 
also at a separate meeting of the preference shareholders, but no 
separate meeting of the ordinary shareholders was held, and the ques 
tion arose whether the resolution ought not to have also been con- 
firmed by the ordinary shareholders. Section 45 of the Companies 
Consolidation Act, 1908, provides that a company may by special reso- 
lution, confirmed by an order of the court, modify the conditions con- 
tained in its memorandum so as to reorganize its share capital, whether 
by the consolidation of shares of different classes or by the division of 
its shares into shares of different classes, provided that no preference 
or special privilege attached to or belonging to any class of shares shall 
be interfered with except by a resolution passed by a majority in 
number of shareholders of that class and confirmed as a special reso 
lution. 

Eve, J. : I think I ought to confirm this special resolution without 
& meeting of the ordinary shareholders. The capital of the company 
consists of 4,000 preference shares and 6,000 ordinary shares, the 





former being entitled to a preferential dividend of 6 per cent., and the 
rest of the profits going to the ordinary shareholders. It is proposed 
to convert certain of the preference shares into ordinary shares, and 
to attach to the preference shares the right to participate pari passu 
with the ordinary shares in the surplus profits of each year after paying 
the preferential dividend of 6 per cent. A special resolution to this 
effect was passed at a general meeting of the company, and was also 
-passed and confirmed at separate meetings of the preference share- 


| holders, but there has been no separate meeting of the ordinary share- 


holders. The 45th section of the Companies Consolidation Act, 1908, 
provides that no preference or special privilege attached to any class of 
shares shall be interfered with except by a resolution passed by a 
majority of the shareholders of that class. The question, therefore, 
arises whether the resolution ought not to have been confirmed by the 
ordinary shareholders. Undoubtedly the resolution does interfere with 
the ordinary shareholders to this extent, that it deals with profits out 
of which their dividend is paid. But strictly speaking, it cannot be 
said to be an interference with any preference or special privilege 
within the meaning of the section. 1 do not, therefore, think a meet- 
ing of the ordinary shareholders was necessary, and accordingly I make 
an order confirming the resolution.—CounseL, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., 
and Z. W. Byrne. Soricrror, G. 2B. Ellis. 
[Reported by 8S. E. Wuittrams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE THAMES IRONWORKS, SHIPBUILDING, AND ENGINEERING 
CO. (LIM.). FARRER v. THE COMPANY. Parker, J. 23rd Feb. 


CoMPANY—RECEIVER AND MANAGER APPOINTED—DEBENTURE-HOLDERS’ 
ACTION—APPLICATION TO THE CouRT FoR DrIRECTIONS—ONEROUS 
CONTRACTS. 


The court refused to sanction a borrowing by the receiver and 
manager of a company which would put a charge in front of the 
debenture-holders’ security in order to complete a contract from which 
no direct profit would result, and where there was no evidence that 
even any indirect profit would ensue. 

The plaintiff in a debenture-holders’ action against the company 
applied for the directions of the court as to whether the receiver and 
manager appointed by the court in the action ought to take any, 
and if so what, steps with reference to a contract made by the com- 
pany in 1911 for the construction of three passenger steamers for the 
Imperial Ottoman Government at a price of £20,000 for each steamer. 
Under the contract the company was to build for a department of the 
Ottoman Government three steamers at a price of £20,000 each; one of 
these was to be finished within seven months from the date of the 
exchange of the contracts, and the department was to be entitled to 
order further steamers at the same price. In June, 1911, the Ottoman 
Government paid one instalment of £20,000, and on the 19th of June, 
1911, the company, in consideration of the £40,000 paid (in June and 
August) by the Imperial Ottoman Bank (Limited), assigned all future 
payments to be made by the department under the contract, and de- 
clared the uncompleted ships to be the bank’s property until they 
were handed over to the administration. The bank, therefore, claimed 
to have a first charge for £40,000 on the ships, and the balance of 
£40,000 was never paid by the department. From an affidavit of the 
receiver and manager, it appeared that the company had laid down 
and done work on the three steamers, one of which was nearly plated, 
and the other two in frame, and each about one-tenth plated. On the 
hulls and engines together the amount of work done and materials 
was about £15,105, but the work was not sufficient to enable either of 
the vessels to be launched, and at present they were useless. The re- 
ceiver also said that since his appointment he had executed work on 
the steamers not exceeding £1,000; that the cost of completing with 
a 10 per cent. profit would be over £61,000, and without profit over 
£55,000, and that he had been advised by experts that unless he was 
liable to complete the steamers he ought not to do so except upon the 
terms that he should be paid for the cost and profit; and that he had 
been advised that he ought not to spend money which primd facie 
belonged to the debenture-holders on work which would enure for the 
benefit of the bank. Counsel for the applicant said that the receiver 
and manager did not propose spending any more on the vessels unless 
the court directed him to do so, as no benefit would enure for the 
debenture holders, and they were not bound by the contract. Counsel 
for the Imperial Ottoman Bank, who were mortgagees of the under- 
taking, contended that in this case the court ought certainly to direct 
the receiver and manager to complete the contracts which the company 
had entered into. The debenture-holders’ interests would be seriously 
affected if this contract was not carried out, because the goodwill of 
the business would be injured. The company had been allowed to 
borrow money to complete H.M.S. Thunderer, and it certainly was 
only right to allow money to be borrowed to complete this contract 
with a foreign Government. If no actual monetary advantage did 
accrue to the debenture-holders by the completion of this contract, 1t 
was quite clear that the goodwill of the company would be very 
seriously damaged by the Turkish ships not being completed. The 
true principle to be followed in these cases has recently been laid 
down by the Court of Appeal in the case of Re Newdegate Colliery 
(Limited), Newdegate v. Newdegate (1912, W. N. 32, Times, January 
27th, 1912). 

Parker, J., after stating the facts, said : That the bank claimed te 
be first mortgagees on the ships with priority over the debenture- 
holders, and if so they were not necessary parties to the action at 
all, although they had at their own request been joined. The receiver 
and manager, when he took possession, was substantially without money 
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to complete the contracts, and he obtained leave to borrow money to 
complete the 7'hunderer, the money being secured by a charge 1n 
priority to the debentures. After some work on the Turkish ships he 
found that there was a charge in favour of the bank, and he was 
advised by experts that it would take over £50,000 to complete that 
contract without charging any profit. As the charge of the bank was 
for over £40,000, there was nothing to be gained by completing the 
contract. He was advised not to go on without the direction ot the 
court, and asked what steps, if any, he should take towards com 
pleting the contract. It was admitted that he could take no steps 
without borrowing, and that on an application for leave to borrow 
the court would have to consider whether the borrowing was for the 
interests of those concerned, looking at the matter from a business 
point of view. One of these was the company, and the interests of 
the debenture-holders ought to be considered, but his lordship doubted 
whether he was bound to consider the interests of the bank. Without 
very strong evidence that the goodwill would otherwise be injured he 
should not be justified in putting a charge for over £50,000 in front 
of the debenture-holders’ security. At present the receiver would be 
justified in refraining from doing anything towards completing the 
contract. In He Newdigate Colliery (Limited) (supra) the Court of 
Appeal had declined to sanction the wholesale repudiation of a number 
of binding contracts, but it had certainly not laid down a rule that 
the court was bound to sanction borrowing by receiver in order 
that he might complete any contract by a company, however onerous. 
His lordship in this case would not sanction a borrowing to complete 
a contract from which no direct profit could result, and where there 
was no evidence that even any indirect profit could ensue. He directed 
the receiver not to take any steps until further order towards com- 
pleting the contract beyond such, if any, as were necessary to protect 
the ships from the effects of the weather, and to keep them as far as 
possible in their present state from becoming damaged.—CovunssL, 
Gore-Browne, K.C., and Preston; Cozens-Hardy; EB. D. Chetham- 
Strode, Whinney, Sargant, Baker-Wilbraham; Topham; Dr. Gins- 
burg; Douglas M. Hogg, R. Forster McCall. Soricitors, Coz & 
Latane; Rooper & Whately; Travers-Smith, Braithwaite, & Co.; 
Dowson, Ainslie, & Garle; Clements, Williams, & Co.; Lumley & 
Lumley; H. D. Burn & Co. 

[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HUME, Deceased. THE PUBLIC TRUSTEE v. MABEY AND 
OTHERS. Parker, J. 24th Jan. ; 5th Feb. 
Wiutt—Construction—Rute AGainst PerRrerurries—RemMoreness— 

Vesting on ContTINGeNT Girt—Egquity Rute As To INTEREST ON 

Lecacigs—PayMENT OF LEGACIES WHEN PosTPONED. 

A gift by B to all or any of the children or child of A who shall be 
living at A’s death, who, being a son or suns, shall attain the age of 
twenty-three years or survive the survivor of B and A for the period of 
twenty-one years, or, being a daughter or daughters, shall attain the 
age of twenty-three years or marry, if more than one, in equal shares 
as tenants im common, is void, as infringing the rule against per- 
peturlies. 

Where there was a gift of an annuity which was to take priority of 
all other payments, followed by a gift of legacies which were to abate 
proportionally, if the moneys *‘ ultimately applicable”’ for thew pay- 
ment were insufficient, followed by a direction that if the payment of 
the purchase money for the testator’s business was spread over a 
number of years, the annuity aforesaid should be a first charge on 
those moneys, and the residue of such moneys should go in payment of 
interest at 4 per cent. on the legacies, so far as it could. 

Held, that these clauses did not amount to an expression by th 
testator of an intention to postpone the payment of the legacies, and 
accordingly that the legatees were entitled to have 4 per cent. interest 
on their legacies after the expiration of a year from the death of the 
testator, which happened on the 9th of January, 1885. 


This was a summons to determine whether the gift contained in the 
will and codicil of the testatrix of the sum of £2,000, directed to be 
appropriated to answer the annuity of £100 given to the testatrix’s 
daughter Maria Mabey, and the gift of two-thirds of the residuary 
estate of the testatrix, after the death of the said daughter, in trust 
‘for all or any of the children or child of the said Maria Mabey who 
shall be living at her death, who, being a eon or sons, shall attain the 
age of twenty-three years, or survive the survivor of me and the said 
Maria Mabey, for the period of twenty-one years, or, being a daughter 
or daughters, shall attain the age of twenty-three or marry, if more 
than one, in equal shares as tenants in common,’’ was void, as infring- 
ing the rule against perpetuities. It was contended that the limiting 
period of twenty-one years was meant by the testator to apply to 
daughters as well as sons, or, in the alternative, that the class could 
be split (Leake v. Robinson, 1817, 2 Mer. 363), and the sons take. 
Two facts would point to the children taking a vested interest. First, 
the fund out of which the annuity is paid is separated from the rest 
of the estate and set aside for the benefit of Mrs. Mabey and her 
children. Secondly, maintenance is given. There is a valid gift for 
such of the children as attain the age: Picken v. Matthews (1878, 10 
Ch. D. 264). Other cases referred to were Stuart v. Cockerell (1869, 
7 Eq. 363), fox v. Fox (1875, 19 Eq. 286), Re Z'urney (1899, 2 Ch. 739), 
Re Mosele ’s Trust (1878, 11 Ch. D. 555), and Pearks v. Moseley and 
Others (1880, 5 A. C. 714). The other question on the summons was 
whether interest ought to be paid on the legacies now payable at the 
rate of 4 per cent. from the expiration of one year from the death of 





the testatrix, who died about twenty years ago, in view of the claure 
in the will that the purchase money for the business of the testatrix 
might be paid in instalments, and the annuity to her daughter was to 
be a first charge on those instalments, and, subject thereto, such instal- 
ments should go in payment of interest at the rate of 4 per cent. on 
the legacies. Did this amount to a postponement of the legacies, 
disentitling the legatees to ultimately have interest at the rate of 4 
per cent. as from the expiration of one year from the date of the death 
of the testatrix? The cases of Lord v. Lord (1867, L. Rep., 2 Ch. 782), 
Holmes v. Chrispe (1849, 18 L. J., Eq. 439), and Wood v. Penoyer 
(1806, 13 Ves. 325) were cited. Cur. Adv. Vult. 

Parken, J. said: The question in this case is whether the trusts 
declared by the will after the death of the testator’s daughter Mrs, 
Mabey of the legacy of £2,000, given to her for life, are void for 
perpetuity. In considering a question of this sort, the proper course 
is, first, to construe the gifts according to the ordinary canons of con- 
struction, and then to consider whether any part of it as so construed 
offends against the perpetuity rule. It is not permissible to construe 
the gift otherwise than according to its natural meaning, merely be- 
cause, if construed according to its natural meaning, it would offend 
against the rule, though possibly, if the gift might equally well be 
construed in two ways, one of which only would offend against the 
rule, the court might, because of the rule, be led to adopt the otner 
construction. The gift in the present caee is to the child or children 
of Mrs. Mabey living at her death, who, being a son or eons, shall 
attain the age of twenty-three years, or survive the survivor of the 
testator and Mrs. Mabey for the period of twenty-one years, or, being 
a daughter or daughters, attain the age of twenty-three years or 
marry, and if more than one as tenants in common. If Mrs. Mabey 
had predeceased the testator, eo that no question of perpetuity could 
arise, I do not think anyone would have doubted that, on the true 
construction of the will, sons took a vested interest on attaining twenty. 
three or at the expiration of twenty-one years from the testator’s 
death, whichever should first happen, and daughters took a vested 
interest on attaining twenty-three or previous marriage. I do not 
think anyone would have suggested that daughters took a vested 
interest at the expiration of twenty-one years from the testator’s death 
although under twenty-three and unmarried. The whole frame of the 
clause appears to negative such a suggestion. I do not think I ought 
to put a different and somewhat strained construction on the words 
merely because Mrs. Mabey, having survived the testator, the class ¢f 
children to take might in possible events not be ascertained within lives 
in being at the testator’s death and twenty-one years afterwards. It 
follows, therefore, that, in my opinion, the trusts of the £2,000 after 
Mrs. Mabey’s death are void for perpetuity, unless, having regard to 
the other parts of the will, I can construe the interests re Ba by the 
children as vested interests, liable to be divested in certain events and 
not as contingent interests. It was urged in argument—and, indeed, is 
well settled—that if there be a gift to an individual or a claes upon 
the attainment of a certain age, such gift is prima facie contingent on 
the specified age being attained, but that where there is also a gift to 
the eame individual or class of the income to accrue before the specified 
age be attained, the gift of the corpus, though in form contingent, will 
be construed as conferring a vested interest. This is not unreason- 
able, for the donor evidently contemplates that the beneficiary will 
take the income till the specified age be attained, and the corpus when 
such age is attained; in other words, that he will ultimately take the 
whole subject-matter of the gift, both principal and income. Further, 
the gift of the intermediate income may coneist in a direction to apply 
such income for the maintenance or benefit of the individual or the 
members 6f the class, provided in the latter case that each beneficiary 
is to have the income of his or her expectant share, and the testator 
does not create a common fund for the common maintenance of the 
class. It is possible aleo that a direction to apply the intermediate 
income or such part thereof as the trustees may think proper for the 
maintenance or benefit of the beneficiary will have the same effect (see 
Fox v. Fox, 1875, 19 Eq. 286). I cannot, however, find any case in 
which the creation in the trustees of a mere discretionary power to 
apply the income of an expectant ehare for the maintenance or benefit 
of the beneficiary, with a direction to accumulate the income not so 
applied for the benefit of the persons who ultimately attain a vested 
interest in the share in question, has been held to vest a gift originally 
given upon attaining a specified age. I do not eee how it can ‘n 
principle have this effect, for the donor is evidently contemplating, not 
that the beneficiary will in some form or other enjoy the intermediate 
income, but that he will not so enjoy it unlees the discretionary power 
be exercised. Further, I have come to the conclusion that there is a 
broad distinction, for the purposes I am considering, between a gift to 
a class upon attaining a specified age and a gift to such members of a 
claes as attain a specified age. In the latter caee, clearly no one is 
intended to take unless he attains the age in question. It is no longer 
a question of construing as vested a gift which is only primd facie 
contingent, but of adding to the class of beneficiaries. If I held that 
the interests in the present caee were vested interests, I should not 
only be going far beyond anything for which I can find justification 
in the authorities, but should be throwing doubt upon the accepted 
principles, with reference to which many gettlements must have been 
framed. In my opinion, therefore, the trusts of the £2,000, except 
as to the life interest given to Mrs. Mabey, are void. With regard 


to the second question on the summons, as to whether the legatees are 
entitled to interest or whether there was an intention on the part of 
the testator to postpone the payment of interest which would dizentitle 
them to the benefit of the Equity rule that in ordinary cases interest 1s 
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allowed the legatees at the rate of 4 per cent. on their legacies from the 
expiration of one year from the date of the death of the testator, I am of 
opinion that the scheme of the whole will must be looked at. It will 
be seen that the testatrix first provided for an annuity of £175 per 
annum to his daughter Elien Hume, and directed her executors to set 
aside a sum to meet euch annuity, which was to fall into her residuary 
estate on the death of the annuitant. This payment was to take 
priority of all others. She then provided for the payment of two 
successive legacies of £2,000, and if the moneys ultimately applicable 
for payment were insufficient, they were to be paid proportionally. In 
my opinion this clause does not affect the question. It does not 
operate to take away rights that the legatees under the will might 
have, but is simply a gitt of two legacies without specifying the time 


‘of payment. In these circumstances interest is payable, notwithstand- 


ing there was no money available at that time to pay it. Then ina 
later portion of the will the testatrix recites that she is engaged in a 
certain partnership business, and if an option to purchaee the same 
after her death is exercised, and the payment of the purchase money 
is postponed or spread over several years, the annuity given to her 
daughter Ellen shall be a first charge on such purchase moneys, and, 
subject thereto, the purchase moneys shall be employed in paying 4 
per cent. interest on the legacies rateably. This clause, in my opinion, 
does not take away the ordinary right of the legatees to have interest 
on their legacies. The result is that I hold that interest on the 
legacies is payable, but that no legatee is entitled to claim it unless 
the executors have funds in their hands applicable, in their absolute 
discretion, for payment thereof. In my opinion this latter clause 
states in detail exactly what would have been the effect to be given 
to the will if the clause had not been there—namely, to eatisfy the 
annuity first, and afterwards allocate what was available towards pay- 
ment of as much of the interest as possible. This would not have 
affected the right of the legatee to have his full legacy and interest 
when the moneys were available, and does not, in my opinion, amount 
to a direction to postpone the payment of the legacies.—Counsrn, 
Ingpen, K.C., and Copping; Romer, K.C., and W. H. Cozens-Hardy ; 
A. L. Ingpen; Martelli, K.C., and J. D. Pepys. Soricrrors, Woed- 
house & Davidson. 
[Reported by L. M. Mayr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In the Matter of THE PATENTS AND DESIGNS ACT. Jn the 
Matter of TAYLOR’S PATENT (No. 28,475 of 1904). Parker, J. 
29th Feb. 

PatENT—REVOCATION—PATENTS AND Desicns Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 29), 
ss. 24 anp 27—ManuracrurE OvutTsipE THE Unirep Kincpom— 
“‘Surricrent Reasons ’’—THREAT OF INFRINGEMENT ACTION—VOLUN 
TARY OR CompuLsory LICENCE. 


The Comptroller should not grant a petition for revocation of a patent 
merely on the ground of non-application by the patentee for a voluntary 
or compulsory licence if the patentee can show “‘ satisfactory reasons ”’ 
why the article is not manufactured in the United Kingdom. 

This was an appeal by the Lenher Engineering Company of New 
York, U.S.A., the owners of the above-mentioned patent (No. 28475 of 
1904) for improvements in and relating to mechanical underfeed stokers, 
against an order of the Comptroller-General of Patents, Designs and 
Trade Marks, made under section 27 of the Patents and Designs Act, 
1907, for the revocation of the patent, on the application of the 
managing director of the Erith Engineering Co. (Limited). The case 
before the Comptroller is reported. in 29 Rep. Pat. Cas. 30. The 
petition was presented in 1910, on the ground that the patented article 
was manufactured exclusively outside the United Kingdom. It 
appeared that the Erith Engineering Co. were the owners of a patent 
known as Daley’s Patent, expiring in 1913, and, according to the 
decision of the American Courts in the year 1908 upon two correspond- 
ing American patents, Taylor’s invention could not be worked without 
infringing the Erith Co.’s patent, and this was admitted for the pur 
poses of the arguments in the present proceedings. The respective 
patentees had come to terms, under which the, corresponding patent 
was worked in America, but no such terms had been made in this 
country, and after the decision in the American Courts the Erith Co. 
wrote a letter to the appellants, which, in the opinion of the court, 
amounted to the threat of an action for infringement in case they 
should work their patent in this country, in consequence of which the 
appellants, who prior to that date had taken certain steps to exploit 
their patent in this country, and had approached the Erith Co. for 
that purpose, suspended any further efforts in this direction. The 
Comptroller was of opinion that the reasons given for the non-manu- 
facture of the patented article in this country were insufficient. As 
regarded the threat of infringement proceedings, he did not consider 
this a satisfactory reason within the meaning of section 27. It was 
the duty of the patentees to have made every effort to come to an 
agreement with the Erith Co., or in default of agreement to have 
applied under section 24 for a compulaory licence. Counsel for the 
appellants contended that the order for revocation ought not to have 
been made by the Comptroller-General. It was never intended by the 
Act that the petitioner for revocation should squeeze out the original 
patentee for his own advantage, in order that he might use the patent 
without paying for a licence. This action to revoke for non-user 
follows immediately on what was practically a threat of proceedings 
for infringement if the patent were used. Counsel for the respondent 
said that the motive of the application for revocation was immaterial. 


All that the applicant had to do was to bring himself within section 27 
of the Act, which had been done by the respondent on this appeal. 
Parker, J., after stating the facts, said that the applicant, the 
respondent to this appeal, had no doubt made out a primd-facie case 
for revocation on the ground that while there had been a, considerable 
manufacture in America, the invention was not worked in this country ; 
but, in his opinion, in the present case the appellants had shewn 


.‘‘ satisfactory reasons ’’ within section 27. He was by no means sure 


that if a voluntary licence had been applied for it would have been 
possible for the appellants to obtain it, nor was he sure that if they 
had applied for a compulsory licence it would not have led to a costly 
procedure before the Comptroller, the result of which, having regard 
to the words of section 24, might very well have been doubtful. With- 
out laying down any general rule, he was of opinion, therefore, that in 
this particular case the non-application by the appellants for a voluntary 
or compulsory licence was not a sufficient reason for having their 
patent revoked when nothing that they could have done in this country 
could have been done without the risk of infringement proceedings. 
The appeal must be allowed, and the order for revocation of the patent 
reversed. This would not prejudice future applications for revocations 
if there were then ground for them. The respondent must repay to the 
appellants the twenty guineas paid by the latter for costs before the 
Comptroller, pay the appellants twenty guineas more as their costs 
before the Comptroller, and pay the costs of the appeal, including those 
of the Board of Trade.—Counsex, Sir John Simon, 8.G., and Sargant ; 
Walter, K.C., and H. Fletcher Moulton; R. Moritz. Soricrrors, The 
Solicitors for the Board of Trade; Woodham, Smith, & Borradaile; 
W. J. H. Diplock. 
[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Solicitors’ Cases, 
Re HOGGART’S SETTLEMENT. Joyce, J. 4th, 5th, and 27th March. 


Soticrror—Costs—AGREEMENT TO TAKE PERCENTAGE OF SuM RECOVERED 
-Non-Contentious PRocseEDING—CHAMPERTY—IMPROPER AGREE- 

MENT—ATTORNEYS AND Soticirors Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. co. 28), 

ss. 4, 10, 11. 

An agreement between a client and solicitor whereby the latter is to 
he remunerated by a percentage of a sum to be recovered in a matter 
that is not a suit, action or contentious proceeding, though not cham- 
pertous, will be strictly regarded by the court, which, in considering 
its propriety, will have regard to whether the client had independent 
advice, and fully understood the purport of the agreement. 


This was a summons to vary the certificate of the Taxing Master by 
disallowing a sum allowed in respect of a solicitor’s costs. The 
applicant, Hoggart, was one of the persons injured in the North Sea 
outrage of October, 1904, and employed the respondent solicitor to 
represent him at the subsequent inquiry, held in Hull. An agreement, 
as follows, was entered into between the parties. ‘‘ In consideration 
of the extra legal services rendered by you, and the expenses you have 
incurred on behalf of myself and my wife, and also in consideration 
of the special efforts you have made on my behalf in connection with 
my claim for compensation in respect of injuries I received in the 
North Sea outrage on the night of the 26th ot October, 1904, and also 
in procuring trustees for me, and preparing and completing the settle- 
ment of such sum as I may be awarded in respect of my injuries, I 
hereby undertake and agree to pay you remuneration at the rate of 
5 per cent. on the amount you may recover for me. It is, however, 
understood that your remuneration in respect of the above matters 
(exclusive of out-of-pocket expenses, but iyclusive of such costs as you 
may have incurred, and be awarded by the Commissioners appointed 
to inquire into the North Sea incident, and may be recovered by you) 
shall in no case exceed £250. If it should become necessary for you 
to take further steps to recover the above-mentioned compensation 
beyond the attendances and letters incidental to the actual receipt 
of the money, I will make a fresh arrangement with you. Dated the 
2ist of December, 1904.—(Signed) Henry Hoggart.’’ Ultimately, a 
sum of £2,000 was awarded as compensation, and a sum was allowed 
to the solicitor by the Board of Trade in respect of costs and disburse- 
ments. The solicitor prepared a settlement in respect of the sum 
awarded, and procured trustees therefor. In July, 1910, an order was 
made directing an account of all moneys received by the respondent 
solicitor for or as solicitor for the applicant, Hoggart, and in the 
account, as subsequently delivered, there appeared an item, £109 odd, 
due under the agreement, in respect of costs, to make up, together 
with the amount received from the Board of Trade, the sum of £200, 
being 5 per cent. on £2,000, and that amount was deducted from the 
sum handed over to Hoggart. The applicant objected to this item, 
and in December, 1910, when the matter came on before the Taxing 
Maater, the respondent solicitor offered to forego any benefit under the 
agreement, and to deliver a bill of costs, to be taxed. This offer was 
refused, and finally the Master, by his certificate, allowed the sum. 
The applicant submitted that the agreement was champertous and 
invalid. The respondent contended that the agreement was valid 
under section 4 of the Solicitors Act, 1870, which permits of remunera- 
tion by percentage, except (section 11) in a suit, action, or contentious 





proceeding. Further, by section 10 of the same Act, the transaction 
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could only be re-opened by the court within twelve months of the 
payment of the sum due under the agreement impeached. 

Joyce, J., stated the facts, and said : The agreement in question has 
been discussed a good deal, and is certainly a curious document, and 
it is difficult even for us to make out what exactly was meant. Hoggart 
was an uneducated man, and without saying anything more, I may 
say I do not believe that he could properly have understood the docu- 
ment. In my opinion, no such document ought to have been taken by 
a solicitor from such a client, acting, as he was, without independent 
advice. In December the solicitor offered to deliver a bill of costs, 
and abandon all benefit under the agreement, but for some reason that 
was not accepted, though, in my opinion, it ought to have been 
accepted. The Master thought the agreement not unreasonable, and 
there was no cross-examination upon it. This application to vary is 
really either to compel the solicitor to deliver a bill, or to have dis- 
allowed the sum that has been allowed. Counsel for the applicant 
contended that the agreement was bad as champertous, but on the whole 
I do not think it was. Then it was argued, on the other side, that 
section 10 of the Solicitors Act of 1870 is a complete answer to the case, 
but in view of the circumstances I am not sure as to that. However, 
considering the circumstances, and the fact that the solicitor offered 
to deliver a bill to be taxed, I am of opinion that this application must 
be dismissed ; but so strongly do I hold that the agreement in question 
is one that should never have been made, that I refuse the application 
without costs.—CounseL, Younger, K.C., and C. ZL. Hales, for the 
applicant ; Hughes, K.C., and Solomon, for the respondent. Soricrrors, 
Smith & Hudson for G. L. Williamson, Hull; Solicitors for the respon 
dent. 

[Reported by R. C. Carrineton, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
RADFORD AND ANOTHER ». RISDON. Evans, P. 
26th, 27th, and 28th March. 


Propate—Witt—Pea or Undue Inrtvuence—Person CHARGED NOT A 
PARTY—STATEMENT BY ACCUSED IN ABSENCE OF TESTATRIX—ADMIS 
SIBILITY OF EvipeNce—Unobve INFLUENCE By Deap MAN—DIRECTION. 


Where a plea of undue influence was made against a person, not a 
party to the action, the court allowed in evidence a statement made by 
the person charged, although not made in the presence of the testatriz. 

A jury is entitled to find undue influence against a person who died 
before the execution of a will if they are satisfied that the testatrizx 
was under the complete control of that person till his death and unable 
to rid herself of that influence before executing a subsequent will. 


Probate action relating to the testamentary dispositions of one Mary 
Anne Risdon, spinster, of Lyme Regis, who died on the 9th of Novem- 
ber, 1910. ‘The plaintiffs as executors propounded a will dated the 
26th of October, 1910. The defendant alleged inter alia that the will 
had been obtained by the undue influence of one Henry Cox, who died 
eleven days previous to the execution of the document. A plea of 
undue influence also made against the plaintiffs was withdrawn during 
the hearing. The facts of the case were of no legal interest, but it 1s 
reported in relation to the admissibility of certain evidence, and the 
learned president's direction as to undue influence. A solicitor, named 
Hayward, who had acted for the testatrix on several occasions, was 
examined by the defendant's counsel. With reference to a conversa- 
tion the witness had with Cox in June, 1909, counsel asked : ‘‘ What 
did Cox say?’’ Plaintifis’ counsel objected unless the conversation 
with the witness took place in the presence of the testatrix, for Cox 
was not a party to the action. [Evans, P. : Cox is charged here with 
undue influence. Suppose he had said, ‘‘I have got a will out of 
someone, who knows nothing of its contents; I could get anything out 
of her,’’ would not such a conversation be admissible?] It was sub 
mitted, certainly not. Conversations of, or in the presence of, the 
testatrix, or of, or in the presence of the parties to the action can only 
be given. Moreover, Cox could only have been cross-examined on 
such a statement. 

Evans, P.: I think the conversation is admissible. I only admit 
such evidence so far as it goes to the plea of undue influence, but not 
as to testamentary capacity or any other plea. 

The witness then stated that he saw Cox in the absence of the 
testatrix. Cox said that if he died before the testatrix he could not 
benefit under her will, and that the lady wished him to ask the 
witness to promise to draw a will in favour of his (Cox’s) son, should 
he predecease her. The witness refused to make such a promise, but 
said that if the lady survived Cox he would send someone to see her. 
In the course of his summing-up to the jury, the learned president, 
dealing with the law relating to undue influence, said that ‘“‘ If this 
man (Cox) had exercised his stronger will for purposes of his own 
upon her weaker will and thereby had acquired complete control over 
her before his death, and if by reason of his harsh conduct she was 
still unable to shed, after his death, the influence he had acquired over 
her, then you (the jury) may answer that the will made under that 
influence is bad.’’ The jury found in favour of the pleas that the 
testatrix was not of sound mind, memory and understanding when 
she executed the will, and that it had been obtained by the undue 
influence of Cox. Accordingly the learned president pronounced 


against the will. Costs of all parties out of the estate.—Counsst, 
Barnard, K.C., and Willock, for the plaintiffs; 2. G. Palmer and 
Halsey, for the defendant. Soricrtors, Bridgman, Willcocks, & Co., 
for Hillman & Bond, Lyme Regis; Marshall &- Pridham. 

[Reported by Diesr Cores-Preepr, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
Wakefield Incorporated Law Society. 


The annual meeting of members was held at the Bull Hotel, Wake- 
field. There were present: Mr. H. Plews (president) in the chair, 
Messrs. Allibone, Atter, Bell, Briggs, H. Chalker, H. C. Chalker, T. 
Catterall, Cooke, Greaves, Greenhalgh, Kingswell, C. Leatham, C. G 
Leatham, A. D. Smith, A. G. Smith, Sugden and Townend. 

The notice convening the meeting was taken as read. The report 
of the committee was read by the hon. secretary. The treasurer’s 
accounts were presented. The chairman read his address. 

Proposed by Mr. A. D. Smith, seconded by Mr. Townend, and 
resolved :—‘‘ That the report of the committee and the treasurer’s 
accounts be accepted, and that the same and the president’s address be 
printed and circulated amongst the members.”’ 

Proposed by the president, seconded by Mr. H. Chalker, and 
resolved :—‘‘ That for the current year the treasurer do pay out of 
the funds of this society to the Law Society the subscription of each 
member of this society, so as to qualify him as a member of the Law 
Society.” 

Proposed by the president, seconded by Mr. H. Chalker, and 
resolved :—‘‘ That for the current year this society’s subscription to 
the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies be £5 5s.”’ 

Proposed by Mr. Plews, seconded by Mr. Kingswell, and resolved :— 
‘‘ That for the current year this society’s subscription, £2 2s., to the 
Yorkshire Union of Law Societies be paid.” 

Proposed by Mr. Plews, seconded by Mr. A. D. Smith, and 
resolved :—‘‘ That Mr. A. E. Greaves be elected president for the 
current year.” 

Proposed by Mr. Cooke, seconded by Mr. Atter, and resolved :— 
“That Messrs. W. W. Greenhalgh and W. H. Kingswell be elected 
vice-presidents for the current year.”’ 

Proposed by Mr. Sugden, seconded by Mr. Greenhalgh, and re- 
solved :—‘‘ That Mr. H. F. Atter be elected honorary treasurer for the 
current year.” 

Proposed by Mr. Townend, seconded by Mr. Cooke, and resolved :— 
“That Mr. G. Beaumont, M.A., B.C.L., be re-elected honorary secre- 
tary for the current year.” 

Proposed by Mr. Greenhalgh, seconded by Mr. Atter, and resolved :— 
‘‘ That Mr. Kingswell be re-elected honorary librarian for the current 
year. 

: Proposed by Mr. Chalker, seconded by Mr. A. D. Smith, and 
resolved :—‘‘ That Messrs. Allibone and W. Dickinson be elected 
auditors for the current year.” 

The following were then elected members of the committee, namely :— 
Messrs. Briggs, Chalker, Coles, Cooke, T. E. Catterall, Haworth, 
Townend and Williamson. 

Proposed by Mr. Plews, seconded by Mr. Atter, and resolved :— 
‘*That Messrs. C. J. Haworth and A. D. Smith be re-elected the repre- 
sentatives of this society on the council of the Yorkshire Board of Legal 
Studies.”” , 

Proposed by Mr. Greaves, seconded by Mr. Townend, and resolved :— 
‘That Messrs. Plews and Chalker be re-elected the representatives of 
this society on the Yorkshire Union of Law Societies for the current 
year. 

" Proposed by Mr. Greaves, seconded by Mr. Atter, and resolved :— 
“That a hearty vote of thanks be given to the president for his services 
during his year of office and for his address.”’ 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of ordinary members is now forty-six. During 
the year three members resigned and two died. During the last two 
years the number of members of the society has decreased by six. 
There are still several solicitors in Wakefield who, in the opinion of the 
committee, should be members of the society, since, if the financial 
position of the society is to be maintained, the members must be kept 
up, and must not decrease as they have done. 

Official Receivership.—The late Official Receiver, Mr. J. B. Ottley, 
having received an appointment elsewhere, resigned his position. The 
committee congratulate Mr. B. S. Briggs, on his appointment to the 
position, he being a present member of the committee, a past president, 
and having in addition served the committee as hon. secretary for 
twelve successive years. 

Land Taxation.—The provisional valuations seem to have practically 
ceased being sent out in this district. The Government valuers are 
devoting the major part of their time to making valuations for estate 
duty purposes. The committee has had occasion to complain of the 
sericus delay and inconvenience caused both to the public and to the 
profession owing to the delay in making the valuations on the death 
of an owner of real estate, this delay preventing the passing of the 
estate duty accounts, and also further preventing the winding up of the 





estate and the distribution of the proceeds of sale amongst the bene- 
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ficiaries owing to the possibility of a claim for the increment value duty. 
There has also been a similar delay with regard to the stamping of 
voluntary conveyances. The committee cannot ascertain that any 
increment value duty has yet been claimed or collected in this district, 
and the amount of undeveloped land duty collected has only been very 
small. It is still impossible to say what the effect upon the profession 
of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, may ultimately be, but up to the 
present time it seems to have caused an enormous expense to the public, 
whilst the yield in taxation as far as the land taxes are concerned has 
ractically been a negligible quantity. The new Revenue Act (1 Geo. 
v. cap. 2) has slightly amended the law relating to duties on land 
values. The most important amendment is that contained in section 2, 
which substitutes the lifetime of the owner for the period of twenty 
years imposed by the original Act, so that an owner of land may now 
substitute the site value of the land at the time he bought it for the 
site value as on 30th April, 1909, no matter how long ago it may be 
since he actually purchased. 

Land Transfer.—The question of land transfer has been undoubtedly 
the most important point of interest to solicitors during the past year. 

After stating the proceedings at the conference, the report says 
that the Yorkshire Union convened a further conference at Leeds, on 
the 23rd November, and a sub-committee was then appointed to confer 
with Mr. T. P. Perks, barrister-at-law, and any of the county officials, 
with a view to the preparation of a memorandum setting out the 
advantages of the Yorkshire system of a deeds registry, and further 
action has been deferred until this memorandum has been prepared. 
It is at present impossible to say what the ultimate result will be, but 
it is quite clear that unless Yorkshire can either impress the rest of 
the country with the advantages of the deeds registry, coupled perhaps 
with voluntary certification of title, or make out a strong case for 
special treatment by reason of the present existence of the deeds 
registry in the county, there is grave danger of registration of title 
being forced upon the country by the Lord Chancellor in spite of the 
findings of the Royal Commission. The committee is still strongly of 
the opinion that such registration of title is not wanted by the public, 
and would not be to their advantage, nor to that of the profession, 





Birmingham Law Society. 


The following are excerpts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of members as compared with last year shews 
a decrease of four. Nineteen new members have been elected, eight 
have resigned, four have ceased to be members by reason of non-pay- 
ment of subscriptions, and eleven have died ; the number on the register 
on the 3ist of December, 1911, was 366. Twenty-one barristers have 
during the year subscribed for the privilege of using the library. 

Birmingham Board bag @ Studies.~The board has during the year 
continued to conduct the classes for law students, and issued a report 
at the close of their financial year, on the 31st of August. Your com- 
mittee have again made a grant of £50 to the board out of the revenue 
of the society for the year under review, and have continued the offer 
of prizes in each of the classes on examinations held last year. These 
examinations in future will be held at the end of the summer term in 
July, which closes the official year of the board. 

Lunacy Bill.—This Bill, as originally drafted, contained many objec- 
tionable features, and your committee drew up and sent a report to 
the local Members of Parliament urging them to oppose it. The Bill 
was eventually passed, but the portions to which exception had been 
taken were withdrawn. ‘ 

Greater Birmingham.—Police Court Arrangements.—Your committee 
carefully considered the best way of carrying on the police court work 
having regard to the extension of the city, and they were greatly 
assisted by Mr. J. E. Hill and Mr. R. J. Turner, who kindly consented 
to sit on the sub-committee dealing with the matter. Information was 
obtained as to the arrangements at Liverpool and Manchester, and the 
views of the magistrates’ clerks at the local courts at Aston, Erdington, 
Handsworth, King’s Heath and Yardley were ascertained. The follow- 
ing resolution was passed, and a copy sent to the clerks of the city 
justices :—‘‘ That this committee is of opinion that it is desirable that 
all matters in relation to the administration of the licensing laws and 
of all indictable offences and other important cases should be dealt with 
at one common centre, and for this purpose the Victoria Courts, Cor- 
poration Street, are and will be most convenient, but with regard to 
all minor offences the committee believe it will be found expedient and 
in the public interest that they should be dealt with by district or sub- 
courts, under the direction or control of those responsible for the general 
administration of the magisterial work of the city.” 

Mr. Barradale’s Retirement.—On the retirement of Mr. William 
Barradale, the senior magistrates’ clerk, your committee passed a 
resolution expressing their best wishes to him on his retirement, and 
recording their sense of the marked ability shewn by him in the dis- 
charge of his duties, and thanking him for his invariable courtesy to 
the members of the profession. This resolution was suitably engrossed, 
and handed to Mr. Barradale on the occasion of the presentation to 
him of a piece of plate which had been subscribed for by members of 
the profession in Birmingham. 

Poor Man’s Lawyers Association.—Your committee nominated Méssrs. 
W. Barrow, D. Cochrane, A. H. Coley and B. Shirley Smith as the 
—* of this society on the committee of this association for 

11 


Death of Mr. G. J. Johnson.—The committee regret to have to record 
the death of Mr. G. J. Johnson shortly after the expiry of the year 





EQUITY AND LAW. 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
18, ZLINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 


- DIRECTORS. 

Chairman—John Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq. 
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: FUNDS EXCEED - - £4,870,000. 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. Reversions and Life Interests Purchased. 
Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary, 








under review, and they desire to place on record an expression of their 
deep sense of the great indebtedness of the society to him for his long 
and valuable services and of the great loss sustained by the profession 
by his death. He became a member of the society in the year 1857, 
acted as honorary secretary from 1865 to 1872, and was president from 
1874 to 1876, serving almost continuously on the committee from the 
time of his secretarysbip until shortly before his death. It was largely 
owing to his efforts that the present library premises were built, and 
they were opened during his presidency, and he took an unceasing 
interest in everything relating to the library. For over half a century 
he was one of the leading solicitors in the Midlands, and his ability 
and high standard of conduct earned him the respect and admiration 
of all who were brought into contact with him. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. ALEXANDER Mere Latuam, Barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Recorder of Birkenhead, in the place of Mr. Ellis J. Griffith, K.C., 
M.P., who has been appointed Under-Secretary of State for the Home 
Department. 

Mr. Greorce H. Rapcurre, M.A., solicitor, has been appointed 
Deputy High Bailiff of Westminster. 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 


Admission. 


Messrs. HERMANN H. Myer & Co., solicitors, of 46 and 47, London- 
wall, London, have taken into p&rtnership, as from the 25th March last, 
Mr. Joun A. Mortey, who has been associated with the firm for upwards 
of ten years. The style of the firm will continue as heretofore. 


Dissolutions. 


Sir Ricnarp NicHoLson, Witt1AM Harry Patrerson, and Epwarp 
SrmnweELL FREELAND, solicitors (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), 46, 
Queen Anne’s-gate, Westminster. December 31. So far as concerns 
the said Sir Richard Nicholson, who retires from “he said firm as from 
the above date, the said William Harry Patterson and Edward Stil- 
well Freeland will continue to carry on the said business, under the 
style or firm of Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland, at 46, Queen Anne’s- 
gate aforesaid. 


Harotp GRANVILLE BARNARD and JoHN Witt1AM Rexwortny, solici- 
tors (Rexworthy & Barnard), 57, Cheapside, London, and Wealdstone. 
March 30. Such business will be carried on in the near future by the 
said Harold Granville Barnard. (Gazette, March 29. 


Joun ABercromBIE HoLtpswortn and Henry Rocers Payne, solici- 
tors (Holdsworth & Payne), No. 6, Serjeant’s-inn, Fleet-street, London. 
March 25. Such practice will be continued in the future by the said 
John Abercrombie Holdsworth, under the style of Holdsworth & Co. 


Francis ANTHONY Reep, Ernest Gorpon LeaRoyp, and FRANcIs 
Cure WaATKINSON, solicitors (Learoyd & Co.), Huddersfield. March 
25. So far as concerns the said Francis Anthony Reed. 

Cuartes Joun Vint, ArtHur Tettey Parkinson, FRANK HERBERT 
Hi, and Henry Kruicx, solicitors (Vint, Parkinson, Hills, & 
Killick), Bradford. March 30. The practice of the said firm will in 
future be carried on by the said Charles John Vint, Frank Herbert 
Hill, and Henry Killick, under the style of Vint, Hill, & Killick. 

WittuMm Parkes Travis and Ernest ALFRED SHELDON, solicitors 
(Travis & Sheldon), Stourbridge. March 30. So far as concerns the 
said William Parkes Travis, who retires from the said firm. 
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GENERAL 


ACCIDENT FIRE AND LIFE 


ASSURANCE CORPORATION, Limirtep. 
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General Buildings, Aldw)ch, Strand, London, W.C. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE INSURANCE. 
Bonds accepted by the High Courts for Receivers and Administrators; by Board 
of Trade for Trustees in Bankruptcy and Liquidators. 
Bonds also accepted by the Inland Revenue, Excise, Treasury, and other Govern- 
meat Departments. 
CONTINGENCY RISKS. 


Guarintees issued in respect of Lost or Missing Documents, Defective Title, 





Missing Beneficiaries, and issue Risks. F. NORIE-MILLER, J.P., Gen:ral Manager. 








Samvet Warp, Watter Perks, and THomas Henry Terry, solici- 
tors (Ward, Perks, & Terry), 85, Gracechurch-street, London. March 
25. [We understand that the practice will in future be carried on by 
Mr. Walter Perks and Mr. T. H. Terry, in partnership, under the style 
of Ward, Perks, & Terry. ] [Gazette, April 2. 


Information Required. 


REQUIRED, WILL OF LATE WILLIAM EIRTON, of 12, 
Bartholomew-villas, Kentish Town, N.W., formerly of 33, Gloucester- 
crescent, N.W., 80, St. Augustine’s-road, N.W., and 30, Chapel-street, 
Newport, I.W. Anyone giving information leading to discovery of 
will will be rewarded.—Address, Cheeseright, Hemel Hempstead. 


General. 


On Friday, March 29th, the Royal Assent was given to the Coal 
Mines (Minimum Wage) Bill, the Shops Bill, and the Metropolitan 
Police Rate Bill 

Mr. Henry Smith, town clerk of Lambeth, who is stated to be the 
oldest. town clerk in London, intends, it is intimated, shortly to retire, 
after having been connected with the borough for thirty years. 


The Daily Mai says that Mr. Spencer P. Butler, to whose retirement 
we referred last week, was the senior barrister in practice in England ; 
and that at Rugby he was a pupil of Dr. Arnold, whose son, Matthew 
Arnold, was his lifelong friend. 


An interesting event on Saturday afternoon, the 30th ult., was the 
football match between barristers and barristers’ clerks, which, says 
the Westminster Gazelie, took place at the ground of the Temple 
Football Club, Gunnersbury Avenue, Acton. 


Lord Gorell, who has been suffering from a severe attack of influenza 
and bronchitis, has, says the 7'imes, been advised by his doctor to make 
a voyage to the Cape. He will leave on Thursday, accompanied by 
Lady Gorell and the Hon. Aura Gorell Barnes. 

The following days and places have been appointed for holding the 
Intermediate Spring Assizes, 1912 :—Northern Circuit.—Mr. Justice 
Scrutton and Mr. Justice Bankes.—Tuesday, the 16th of April, at 
Liverpool (civil and criminal); Saturday, the 4th of May, at Man- 
chester (civil and criminal). North-Eastern Circuit.—Mr. Justice 
Channell.—Thursday, the 2nd of May, at Leeds (civil and criminal). 


It is announced that the King has accepted a copy of ‘‘ The Uen- 
tenarian Barrister’’ (Reminiscences of Mr. W. A. G. Hake, of 3, Old 
Steine, Brighton), by Mr. Augustus Rubic, a Brighton journalist. Mr. 
Hake, who will celebrate his 101st birthday on the 5th of April, is, says 
the Z’'imes, in good health. We are informed by his youngest son, the 
Rev. T. G. Hake, that ‘‘he has kept his bedroom for the last twelve 
months, but he still shews wonderful energy. Twice or thrice a week 
he rises, dresses, and sits up till 10 p.m. 


One curious thing about the Bill for the payment of jurors which 
Mr. Hay Morgan has introduced into the House of Commons is, says 
a writer in the Globe, that he is inviting his fellow-legislators to con- 
sider one aspect of a question which the hone Office lately appointed a 
Committee to consider as a whole. The Committee, of which Lord 
Mersey is chairman, has, among its specified duties, to consider ‘‘ the 
conditions of jury service’’—a phrase which has been regarded as broad 
enough to include the question of the payment of jurors. Another 
strange feature of the Bill which provides for the payment of the 
travelling and other expenses of jurymen, is that it is intended to 
apply only to jurors at Assizes and Quarter Sessions. Why should a 
juryman who is summoned from a distant suburb to the Royal Courts 
of Justice be excluded from the benefits of the Bill? 


Mr. ©. A. Russell, K.C., who recently retired from practice, was 
entertained at dinner on the 29th ult. in the Hall of Gray's Inn by 
his friends on the Bench and at the Bar. The Attorney-General pre- 





sided. The large hering represented the great respect in which 
Mr. Russell is eta Tt incladed the Master of the Rolls, Lord Justice 
Kennedy, Lord Justice Buckley, Mr. Justice Bankes, Mr. Justice Pick- 
ford, Mr. Justice Neville, Mr. Justice Hamilton, and Mr. Justice 
Lush, Sir James Woodhouse, tho Hon. A. E. Gathorne-Hardy (Rail 
way Commissioners), Sir Lewis Dibdin, Sir Robert Finlay, Sir Edward 
Clarke, the Solicitor-General, the Treasurer of Gray’s Inn (Mr. Arthm 
Gill), Judge Parry, Judge Smyly, Judge Mulligan, Judge Mellor, Mr. 
John Rose (Metropolitan Magistrate), Mr. Balfour-Browne, K.C., Mr. 
English Harrison, K.C., Mr. Danckwerts, K.C., Mr. Mattinson, K.C., 
Mr. W. T. Barnard, K.C., Mr. Manisty, K.C., Mr. Atkin, K.C., Mr. 
S. A. T. Rowlatt, and Mr. M. Muir Mackenzie. 


At a meeting on the 28th ult. of the City Corporation, says the 7'imes, 
Mr. Brinsley-Harper asked the chairman of the City Lands Committee 
regarding the disposal of the seats at what he called “ sensational 
trials’ at the Central Criminal Court, the presence of ladies at the 
Seddon trial in the seats of the committee, and how a photograph of 
the sentencing of the prisoner Seddon was obtained. Mr. Cecil 
Jennings, the chairman, said that in the public galleries it was a case 
of “first come first served.”” The body of the court was reserved for 
those officially interested in the trials. One row of seats was allotted 
to the sheriffs for visitors. Some of the seats in the court were used by 
ladies, who were friends of the counsel engaged, and who affected to 
be especially interested in the proceedings. No photographs of any 
kind were allowed to be taken. In this instance t toy a5 must 
have been taken secretly and was a grave infraction of the regulations. 
The matter was still under investigation, and the editor of the illus- 
trated paper in which the photograph appeared had expressed his 
regret at its publication. 








Royat Navy.—Parents thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. (Publication Dept.) Gieve, 
Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, London, W.—{Advt.] 








Why Pay Rent’? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scottish Temperance Live Assurance Co. (Limirep). Repay 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 


Prospectus from 5, Cheapside, E.C. ’*Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


High Court of Justice. 
EASTER VACATION, 1912. 
Notice. 

There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation 

During the Easter Vacation, all applications ‘‘ which may require 
to be immediately or promptly heard,” are to be made to the Honour 
able Mr. Justice Horrince. 

The Honourable Mr. Justice Horrince will act as Vacation Judge 
from Thursday, April 4th, to Monday, April 15th, both days inclusive. 
His Lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Friday, 
April 12th, at 11 o’clock. On other days within the above period, 
applications in urgent matters may be made to his Lordship by post 
or, if necessary, personally. 

In the case of applications to the judge by post the brief of counsel 
should be sent addressed to the judge by post, prepaid, accompanied 
by office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also 
by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the 
order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, 
sufficiently stamped, capable of receiving the papers, addressed as 
follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, 
wee Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, 


On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application at 
the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
April 17.—Meears. Epwix Fox, Bovusriztp, Bursetts, & Bappetry, ai the Mart, 
at 2: Modern Building (see advertisement, page iii, this week). 
April 23.—Mesere. Mantzr & Marier, at the Mart, at 1.30: City Office Building (see 
advertisement, back page, March 30). 
May 7,—Messrs. Tuvreoop & + at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Mansion (see 


adv: it, back March 
May 13 tod. July ~Mosers Daivar, Jonas & Co: Estates, &c. (see advertisement, 


page, 1 
May 15.—Meesrs. Danrzt Sutra, Soy, & Oaxiey, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Town 
Hh at Agricultural Estates, Ground Rents, 4c. (see advertisement, page iti, 
arc > 


May 15.—Messre. Trottors, at the Mart, Freehold Eetate (see advertisement, 
page iii, this week), 





heheh -- Be Ae kh Aoobe bed kekd 


et tO et 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Mar. 29, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

Lrurrep rm Cmanorer. 


CaAs. B. Hotmes & Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alf. Hy. Seimpton, 28, Market st, Wigan. liquidator. 

HEBBEKT & Co, LTD—Creditors are required, on or before April 22, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Burton 
King, 8, Bream’s bidg:, Chancery ln, liquidator. 

JOSEPH STOTT, Lrp—Creditors are uired, on or before April 30, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Freik. 
Murgatroyd, Duchy chmbrs, Clarence st, Manchester, liquidator. 

MAISON ARTHUR, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or before April 29, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to H. J 
de C. Moore, 2, Gresham bidgs, liquidator. 

PATENT FLEXIBLE MoTOR SYNDICATE, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 25, 
directed to be heard at Goverament bldgs, Victoria st, Liverpool, April 19 at 10. T. 
P. Maguire, 36, Lale st, Liverpool, solor for the petnr. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 18. 

PINOXIC SYNDICATE, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before April 22, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Geo. H. Johnson, 
62, New Broad st, liquidator. 

ROSSENDALE PROVIDING Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before April 16, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James 
Henry Lord, Bank bldgs, Bacup, liquidator 

TANNADINE Co, LtD—Creditors are required, on or before May 11, to send their names 
and addresses and the particulars ot their debts or claims, to L, Gordon Mellor, 

Finsbury ct, Finsbury pymt. Budd & Co, Austin friars, solors for th: liquidator. 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


New INN (WHITWORTH) SICK AND BuRIAL SocieTy—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 15, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, 
toTbomas Whitworth, 594, Market st, Whitworth, nr Rochdale. Standring & Co, 
Rochdale, solors to the liquidators 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lruitzp 1m Cmancerr. 


ABERTAWE STEAMSHIP Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before April 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Eracst 
George Davies, 37, Wind st, Swansea, liquidator. 

BOTOLPH MINING AND EXPLORING Co, LTD (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Credito-s 
are required, on or before April 15, to send their names and addresses, and the 
= of their debts or claims, to James Durie Pa-tullo, 65, Lendon Wall, 
iquidator. 

FINDLAY'S BREWERY, LTP (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
betore May 18, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Edwin Whitham, 6, Harrison rd, Halifax Denison, Leeds, solor for 
the liquidator. 

GRAND ROLLER SKATING RINK Co, LTD. (SCARBOROUGH)—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Mar “1, directed to be heard at the Court House, Caste rd, Scarborough, 
April 23 at 10.39. Tasker Hart & Munby, 42, Queen st, Scarborough, solors for the petnr . 
Notiee of appearing must reach the above named not later tnan 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of April 22. 

Hawes Lrp—Creditors are required to send to J. K. Garloch, liquidator, 16, King st, 
a their names and addresses, and the particulars of their claims, on or before 

pril 13. 

HERMITAGE BAY SYNDICATE, LTD—Creditors are required, on or before April 27, to 
send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims, tu 
Francis Drake Leslie, 74, Coleman st, liquidator. 

HYGIENIC BREAD CO (UANLEY), LTD (IN VuLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are 
required, on or before May 8, to send their names and addresses, with particulars 
- eu debts or claims, to Frederick Geen, Liverpool rd, Stoke on ‘rent, 
liquidator 

Joay BENTLEY & Son (HoRSFORTH), LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Henry Platts, 3, Park pl, Leeds, liquidator 

MaGic RIDE SUNDICATE, LTD—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 28, directed to be 
heard April 17 Oldman & Co, 3, Harcourt vidgs, 'emple, solors for the petnrs. Notice 
< ye must reach the above named not ijater than 6 o'clock in the afternoon 
oO 1 

OIL AND OZOKERITE Co, LtD.—Petn for winaing up, presented April 2, directed to be 
heard April 17. Edward D. K. Busby, 52. Queen Victoriau st, solora for the petar. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afternoon of Aprii 16. 

Rinc MILis, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 28, directed to be heard at the 
Court House, Vernon st, Stockport, April 26, at 12 oc. ock. Cuoliffe & Co, 56, Brown 
st, Manchester, tolors to the petnrs. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 25, 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 29. 


R. FLEEMAN & Sons, LTD. 

JosePH StorTtT, Lrp. 

FINDLAY'’S BREWERY, LTD. 

EAVES SELF-HELP MANUFACTURERS, LTD. 
HOLLAND & Co (BLAC&BURN) LTD. 

Henry Moon (OF BRIGHTON) LTD. 

HEATON AND BENTON LAUNDRY Co, LTD. 
NORTHERN COUNTIES GLass INSURANCE Co, LTD. 
PHAROS SHIP Co, LTD. 

ROSSENDALE PROVIDING Oo, LTD. 

Hepsert & Co, Lrp. 

NATURAL PEARL CULTIVATION SYNDICATE, LTD. 
* TERIsa,” Lrp. 

BoTOLPH MINING AND EXPLORING Co, LTD. 
JAcoBs BROTHERS AND RICHMOND, LTD. 
BECKET’ BROTHERS, LTD. 

Boro RuBBER Co, LTD. 

ROYALBERG COPPER Mrves, LTD. 


London Gazelte.—TUESDAY, April 2, 


Economic MoTok EXpREss, LTD. 

HERCULES Foon, Lrp. 

GENERAL ENGINEERING Co, LTD. 

ELBCTRIC PICTURE PALACES (MIDLANDS), Lrp. 
HARBINGER House, Lrp. : 
JosEPH Scorr & Co, Ltp. 


JOHN WOLSTENHOLME & Sons, LTD, 
PALACE TOILET Co, LTD. 

Process DUPLICATES, LTD. 
ABERTAWE STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
COVENTRY RAILWAY SERVANTS’ COFFEE TAVERN Co, LTD 
VILCAR (PARENT) Co, LTD, 
INDUSTRIAL ENTERPRISES, LTD. 
Rvsso-LonDOoN Co, LTD. 

HAWEs, LTD. 

SILSDEN MOTOR OMNIBUS Co, LTD. 
EXHIBITION CONCESSIONS, LTD. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day ov Crain. 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, March 23, 


Cave, Wruttam Lasarorp, Bromyard, Hereford, Solicitor April 19 Cave v Cave 
Joyce, J Anthony, Wo-cester 

Newsotr, Caarurs Jeues, Eastleigh, Hants May 1 Haines v Haines, Neville, J 
Dowling, Winchester 


: London Gazette.—Tuzspar, March 26. 
Des Barres, Emity Fawny, Hove, Sussex April 30 Harbord v Harbord, Warrington 
and Parker, JJ Hemsley, Old Barlington st 
Lond n Gazztte.—Frivay, March 29. 
Sars, James, Westcombe hill, Blackheath, Builder May 10 London and Provincial 
Bank, Lti v Smith and Another, Swinfen Eady, J Shaw & Son, Greeawich 
London Gazette.—Tuxapay, April 2. 


Cave, Eowarp Lasurorp, Bromyard, Hereford, Solicitor April 19 Cave v Cave, 
Joyc*, J Avthony, Worcester ‘ 

Mxcacuaiao, Joun, Hopefield av, West Kilburn, Tobacconist May 7 Melachrino v 
Hat'ey, Neville, J Law, Holborn viaduct 





oe 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 29. 


ACWORTH, ESTHER, Gravesend Mayi1l Nunn & Co, Leadenhall st 

ADKINS, JOHN CALEB, Stratfore on Avon May8 Mathews & Co, Birmingham : 

BaRTLETT, SARAH JANE KEMPSTER, Winton, Bournemouth April 30 Kinneir & Co 
Swindon 

BEAMES, ELIZABETH ANNE, Maresfield gdos, Hampstead April 30 Gaby & Stapylton- 
Smith, Hastings 

BEMROSE, ELIZABETH, Derby May 6 Thirlby, Derby 

BIBBY, SARAH, Colchester Aprii lO Prior, Co:chester 

BOWERS, RHODA, Brighton May 7 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

BRADDELL, MARTHA JONES, Teignmoutn, Devon June 15 Tozer & Dell, Teignmouth 

KROWELL, Louisa, Tunbridge Wells May 6 Wilde & Co, College hill 

LRUCE, Hon ROBERT THOMAS BRUDENELL, Hayling Island, Southampton May 13 
Steele, College hill 

Burr, ALFRED NEWMARCH, Brighton May 8 Pepe & Stuckey, 4, Princes pl, 
Brighton 

Burt, WILLIAM, Bedford April 30 Patersons & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

CARDALR, ALICE EMMA MAkIA, Westbury upon ‘Trym May 4 Meade-King & Co, 
Bristol 

CARLYON, EDMUND, St Austell, Cornwa’'l Solicitor May 1 Carlyon & Stephens, St 
Austell 


us' 
CHADDERTON, JANE, Smallshaw, Ashton under Lyne May 6 Ellison, Ashton under 
Lyne 

CHIVERS, Jon, Tunley, Somers:t May 1 Tucker, Bath 

CLrGG, JAMES WILLIAM, Woking May 17 Eaton, Manchester : 
CORFIELD, BEATRICR FREDERICA HARRIETT, Eburyst, April 29 Houghtoa & Sons 
Finsbury pymt cs 
CRAWFORD, MABEL SHARMAN, Campden Hillrd, May1 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln's 
inn fields , 

DANN, JoHN WILLIAM, Mile End, Old Town, Stoker April 30 Bolton & Co, Great 
Tower st 

DARTER, WILLIAM SILVER, St John’s Wool pk May 25 Stileman & Neate, Southampton 
st, Bloomsbury 4 

maven SARAH MaRIA ANNE, Usk, Mon May1 Watkins & Co, Pontypool 

DUXBURY, RoGeR DuxBury, Bury, Lancs, Paper Manufacturer April 30 Butcher & 
low, Bury 

FAIRCLOUGH, THOMAS, Kirkham, Lancs May 6 Dunke:ley, Preston 

FortH, ISAAC, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs May 1 Lonsdaie, St Annes on the Sea 
GEORGE, EDWIN, Scarborough, Tailor May 10 Hick & Son, Scarborough : 

GODFREY, JOSEPH WALLACE, North gate, Regent's Park May1 Young & Co, Laurence 
Pountney hill 

GoRE, SusaN damn, Brighton May 11 Pearless & Co, East Grinstead 

GUNNS, RICHARD DaVigS BARRER, Droylesden, Lancs, Medical Practitioner April 22 
Howard & Co, Manchester 

Haxpy, ELIZABETH, Grasmere, Westmorland May 11 Gatey & Son, Ambleside 
Hark, JAMes DENBY, Bear st, Licensed Victualler April 30 Bartlett & Gluckstein, 
Piccadill, 

HAWKE, JAMES. BOLDEN, —- 4 on Thames, Licensed Victualler April 30 Durham 
& Chariton, Kingston on Thames 

Hicks, HENRY STUART, Heaton, Newcastle upon Tyne May 1 Denison & Slater, New 
castle u Tyne 

Hopwoop, Tsnc HATTERSLEY, Chester, Corn Dealer April27 Brooks & Co, Hyde 
HOWKINS, SAMUEL SPENCER MOORE, ee. — A . ae — ~ oma 
INGRAM, ANDREWES, B .dgewor h, nr Cheltenham r 1 a sham 
JaQuus, JOSEPH, esl matemienen, Farm Bailiff May 1 Fortescue & Sons, means 
JONES, JOSEPH, Rodborough, nr Stroud, Gles, May 15 Johnson & Son, Liverpoo 

KING. MARY ANN, Eton, Berks, April 30 Hewlett & Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray's Inn 
LEACH, SARAH ANN, Rochdale April 24 Wiles Rochdale 

MARSHALL, WILLIAM — so, age om og 

MORETON, ELIZABETH, Torquay ay oro! ‘es ~ 

MORTIMER, SARAH HANNAH, Hinderwell, Yorks May1 Hoggett & Bacon, Loftus 
PALIN, CHARLOTTE MARTINE, Queen's rd, St John’s Wood May 1 Kilsby & Son 


hill 
PARKER, MARTHA, nee MARTHA Fawcett, Essex rd, Islington May 6 Britton, 
Soho 


POWER, HEnhert ROBERT, Mogden Isolation Hospital, nr Isleworth, Middix May 9 
laden & Wing, Queen Ann’s gate, Westminster 

Rgip, THOMAS, Pat rd, Child’s Hill Mayl1 Reid, King st, Chea de 
RicH, ARTAUR NEWBOLT, Winchester April 30 Wooldridge & Son, inchester 
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RICHARDSON, WILLIAM, Creffield rd, Ealing,M D ‘July1 Hargraue & son, John st 
Bedford row 

SMITH, HARRINITE CooKE, Wargrave, Berks May 1 Thorold &Co, Regent st 

SPENOR, PATRICK WILLIAM GORDON, Palace ct, Bayswater, Merchant May 15 Bird & 
Bird, Gray's inn sq 

SPOONER, JAMES, Braintree, Essex, Jobmaster April 25 Cunnington & Co, Braintree 

STILL, ELLIN PEEL FRANCES LLOYD, Ciifton, Bristol April 30 Gwynn & Co, Bristol 

SYKES, Euiza, Glossop April 27 Marsden, Glossop 

TEASDALE, FRANCES, Ardwick, Manchester April 26 Dixon & Co, Manchester 

WARD, HENRY SNOWDEN, Hadlow, Kent, Journalist May 1 Minchin & Co, Laurence 
Pountney In 

WATSON, JosEPH, Lincoln, Nebraska, USA May10 Banks & Co, Liverpo»l 

WEEKS, Epwin, Roslyn av, Kenbury st, Camberwell April 30 Lempriere & Hunter, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

WEDGWOOD, KATHERINE ELIZABETH Sopny, Leith Hill Plac’, nr Dorking May 1 
Thorold & Co, Regent st 

Woops, CLAUDE CHARLES EDWARD, California, USA May 10 Gibson & Co, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 

London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, April 2 


ATKINS, MARY ANN, Bexhill May8 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

BELTON, WILLIAM, Redhill, nr Gainsborough, Lincs, Farmer April 30 Iveson & Son, 
Ga'nsborough 

BRIGHT, WILLIAM, Bristol rd, Forest Gate, Essex May 4 Wood, Chancery In 

BROOKES, WILLIAM Hé-Rky, Sutton Coldfield, Metal Stamper May 6 Frost, Bir- 
mingham 

BROWN, BENJAMIN BARNES, Shefleld May6 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

(LEARY, Fanny, North Walsham Norfolk May 14 Gidney, Aylsham, Norfolk 

Dorper, SARAH ANN, Aberdovey, Merioneth June 1 Wallis, Hereford 

ELLISON, ELIZABETH, Callingworth, Yorks Mayl Wright & Wright, Keighley 

Evans. HARoip Joun, Milford Haven, Pembroke May? Scale, Maesteg Glam 

FRASER, Kev CANON DUNCAN, South’ Weald, nr Brentwood, Essex May 20 Clayton 
& Co, Lancaster pl 

GALLANT, GABRIEL JOHNSON, Eist Howden, Northumberland April 13 Bramwell & 
Co, North hields 

GAYACAN, Simon CULLEN, Temple st Dublin April 27 Ryan Kildare st, Dublin 

GILZEAN-REID, Sir Huon, Tenterden Hall, Middix April 30 Ashurst & Co, Throg 
morton av 

GREENWOOD, THOMAS, Chapel Allerton, Leeds May6 Stott, Leeds 

eee em North Side, Wandsworth Common May 10 Gall & Son West 
Smithflel 





Harri, Josern, Bilston, Staffs, Holloware Manufacturer May 27 Rowland & Co 
= Willenhall 

HARRISON, GILBERT JAMEs, Liverpool, Woodbroker May18 Martin & Co, Liverpool 

HARVEY, GEORGE EDWARD, Bognor April 26 Read & Brown, Liv 1 

Heron, THOMAS, Edgerton, Huddersfield, Commission Agent April 30 Armitage & 
Co, Huddersfield 

Hind, JAMES, Sheffield April 29 Webster & Styring, Sheffield 

Hynes, MARY ANNE, Plymouth April 30 Mahany, Plymouth 

JENKINSON, SARAH ANN, Doncaster, Yorks July 12 Mee & Co, Retford 

Jockey, WILLIAM JAMES, Sunningdale Park, Berks May 11 Dees & Thompson 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

JoNnES, DANIEL, Conwil, Caio, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler April 29 Williams & 
Hurley, Liandilo 

JoNES, HERBERT CHARLES, Ashton under Lyne, Licensel Victualler June 1 Clayton 
& Sons, Ashton under Lyne 

Jones, JoHN Forp, Alveston, Glos, Yeoman May 1 Crossman & Co, Thornbury 

KEANE, DANIEL DAvID, Ranelagh av, Barnes May 15 Shourbridge & Becher, Bed- 
ford row 

LOVELL, EDWARD WILLIAM LOVELL, Eastbourne April 22 Foster, be Somerset 

LytHGos, THOMAS, Whitworth, Shropshire June 14 Spencer, Fast Retford 

MANSFIELD, WILLIAM WALL, Edgware, Middix May4 Young & Sons, Mark In 

ORME, EDWARD COLLIER, Southsea, Hants Aug 1 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

PARSONS, SARAH ANN, Standon, Herts May 1 Richardson & Co, Much Hadham, 
Herts 

PEARCE, ANN, Leigh on Sea, Essex April 28 Beecroft, Leigh on Se2 

PRAT, WILLIAM, Stockton onTees May 14 Watson, Stockton on Tees 

PITCHER, ARTHUR, Olveston, Glos, Builder April 20 Crossman & Co, Thornbury, Glos 

Powsr, FREDERICK JOHN, Birmingham May 15 Bickley & Lynex, Birming! 

RigBY, CATHERINE, Marton, nr Blackpool April 26 Ferguson, Blackburn 

RoGERS, ALFRED, Moseley, Worc, Company's Secretary April 29 Bgginton, Birmingham 

Scort, WILLIAM BATTYE, Southampton June 1 Todd & Co, Chancery In 

SILENCE, GEORGE, Erpingham, Norfolk May7 Gidney, Aylsham, Nortolk 

SLAUGHTER, JoHN, Coventry June 2¢ Seymour, Coventry 

THORNER, ELIZABETH, Blackpool April19 Kay, Blackpool 

Upton, JOHN, Skelton on Ure, Yorks May 1 Titley & Paver-Crow, Harrogate 

WARD, SARAH, Sparkbrook, Birmingham April15 Duggan & Elton, Birmingham 

WILKINSON, ANNS, Bude, Cornwall May 9 Peter & Peter, Holsworthy, N Devon 

WILLIAMS, JOHN ALFRED, Edgbaston, Birmingham May 16 Symthe & Co, Birmin; 


1am 
WILLIS, GEORGE RICHARD, Cobham, Surrey May4 Edward, Great St Helen's 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ADAMSON, ISAAC WILLIAM, Houghton le Spring, Durham, 
Joiner Durham Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar 21 

ALLEY, THOMAS CHARLES, Bishopston, Bristol, General 
Dealer Bristol Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

ANDREWs, HersertT HARRY, Spalding, Lincoln, Meat 
Salesman Peterborough Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar x1 


ton, Surrey Pet Jan 19 


Pet Jan 26 Ord Mar 21 


| STANNARD, JOHN, Lowestoft, Licensed Hawker Great 


OATES, GkoRGE ARTHUR, Worksop, Timber Merchant | Hawxsworrs, Lucy, cay with Arksey, Yorks Sheffield 


Sheffield Pet Feb 15 Ord Mar 22 
RICHARDS, EDWIN JORN, Bristol Chartered Accountant ar Joux Eow:y, Horsforth, nr East Coal Mer- 


London Gazette.—Tvusspar, Mar. 26. Bristol Pet Feb 5 Ord Mar 21 ant 
. RICHARD’, NATHANIEL ERNEST and WILLIAM MusToN, | Hucues, Jonn Henry, Portmadoc, Grocer Portmadoc 
Hartfield rd, Wimbledon, Wall LA Merchant Kings- Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 
Ord Mar 20 
SHERBROOKE, JoHN BURTON, Bolnhurst, Beds, Builder 
Bedford Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 
SODEMANN, ©, Bartletts bldgs, Holborn circus High Court igh Court Pet Mar 25 


Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

Leeds Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 

Jacxuyx, Patrp, Conisholme, nr North Somercotes, Lincs, 
Grocer Gt Grimsby Pet Mar Ord Mar 25 

Jenxins, Grorce Wittram Josera, Edith rd, Fulham, 
Hi Ord Mar 25 

Jones, Evtas, Blaenau Festiniog, Miner Portmadoc Pet 
Mar 2 25 


ARMITAGE, WALTER, Shepley, nr Huddersfield, Grucer 
Huddersfieli Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

AXTEN, HenNRY WILLIAM, Colnbrook, Bucks, Baker 
Windsor Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

BECKWITH-WINGATE, EmtLy Raopa, Bideford, Devon 
Barnstaple Pet Feb 29 Ord Mar 21 


BETTS, ROBERT SIDNEY, Bournemouth Poole Pet Mar | 


23 Ord Mar 23 

BONNER, FRANK, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler Shrews- 
bury Pet Mari8 Ord Mar 22 

BOTTOMLEY, BENJAMIN, Keighley, Yorks, Ice Cream 
Dealer Bradford Pet Mar2l Ord Mar 21 

BYERS, RICHARD GEORGE IRVING, Luton, Be.s, Building 
Owner Luton Pet Feb 17 Ord Mar 21 

CLEMENTS, GEORGE, Featherstone, Yorks, Builder Wake- 
fieli Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar 2 

CoopeR, WALTER ERNEST, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Harness 
Maker Great Yarmoith Pet Mar 22 0.d Mar 22 

COVELL, Epwin Louis, Kent House rd, Syde sham, Meat 
Salesman High Court Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

COVELL, LESLIE, sydenham, Ket, Meat Salesman High 
Court vet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

ELLIS, ALBERT JOHN, Windermere, Westmorland, Draper 
Kendal vet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

EM-LEY, SAMUEL FAIRBANK, Rawdon, ur Leeds, Butcher 
Leeds Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Frit ', JAMEs CaRrTwrRieut, King’s Norton, Warwick, 
Solicitor Birmingham Pet Oct 30 Ord Mar 21 

GARDNER, WILLIAM, Manchester, Commission Agent 
Manchester PetJan5 Ord Mar 21 

Groa, Josgrn HENRY, jun, Cirencester, Grocer Swindon 
Pet Mar2t Ord Mar 21 

Gort, BENJAMIN, Chesterfield, Derby, Schoolmaster 
Birmingham Pet Feb 29 Ord Marzi 

GRAY, ALIOg, and ANNIE GRAY, Bristol, Toy Dealers 
Bristol Pet Mar 21 0-d Mar 21 

GREENGILL, SAMUEL, Hastings, Jeweller Hastings Pet 
Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Gairriras, JoHN Rosert, Lianfairfechan, Carnarv n, 
Grocer Bangor Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 23 

HAWES, HERBERT HENRY, Norwich, Commercial Traveller 
Norwich Pet Mar22 Ord Mar 22 

HAYTHORNTHWAITE, WILLIAM, Docking, Norfolk, Chemist 
Norwich Pet Mari18 Ord Mar 2 

Hon, James Hair, Air st, P.ccadilly, ‘Civar Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Jan 19 Ord Mar 21 

Izop, Grorot, Maddox st, Expert Picture Restorer High 
Court Pet Dec 27 Ord Mar 22 

LAWS, ALBERT HEATH, Heatoo, Neweastle upon Tyne, 
Photographer Neweastle upon Tyne Pet Mar 23 
Ord Mar 23 

LENDRUM, FRANK SOANES, Aldgate, Dental Mechanic 
High Court Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

Lzopoup, I, High rd, Kilburn, Bristle Dresser High 
Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Mar 20 


Pet Mar2i Ord Mar 21 


MACDONALD, GORGE, Salisbuty house, London Wall | 


High Vourt Pet July 31 Ord Mar 20 
MARKS-MULTERER JOSEPH, Eagle st, Holborn High | 
Court Pet Nov1é Ord Mar 20 


MULLER, Orro, Bloumsbury st High Court Pet Mar 23 | 


Ord Mar 23 


Yarmouth Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 

THORNE, BENJAMIN TEDBURY, Chard, Somerset, Draper 
Taunton Pet Marl Ord Mar 22 

THOROLD. HAROLD, Huntington, Yorks, Joiner York 
Pet Mar20 Ord Mar 20 

TURNER, JAMES, Sutton in Ashfield, Notts, Clothier 
Nottingham Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

UNDERDOWN, ALICECLARA, Bognor Brighton Pet Mar 22 
Ord Mar 22 

WALTON, JoHN THOMAS and EDWARD MANKS HEMING- 
WAY, Halifax, Stockbroker Halifax Pet Mar 6 Ord 
Mar 21 

Wuitk, HAROLD WILLIAM, Spalding, Lincoln, Wheel- 
wright Peterborough Pet Mar2i Ord Mar 21 

WILD, WILLIAM EDWARD, O-*vhorpe, Notts, Farmer 
Nottingham Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 


Amended Notice substituted for that 1 Te in 
the London Gazette of Dec 2 


ALLUM, FRANCIS WALTER, Poplar grove, Shepherds 
Bush, Commercial Traveller High Court Pet Dec 18 
Ord Dec 18 


‘ 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 


LUTON, EDWARD, Bristo!, Baker Bristol Adjud July 16, 
1894 Annul Mar 15, 1912 

CARTER, CHARLES STANHOPE, Herne Bay, Canterbury 
Adjad Sept 5, 1907 Annul Mar 5, 1912 


RETELVING ORDER RESCINDED AND PETITION 
DISMISSED. 


SHIELL, JoHN ULRICH THEODORE, York st, St James, 
High Court Rec Ord Fed 29 Pet Feb6 Rese & Dis 
Mar 18 

London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Mar. 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Axstow, Emtity Maup, Salford, Baker Salford Pet Mar 27 
Ord Mar 27 

Braxeeck, Irvine Grosos, Harrow View ri, Ealing, Civi! 
Engineer ¢ Assistant Brentford Pat Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Biackevex, Bex, Heckmondwike, Coatractor Soutien 
Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Oameroy, H, Cannon st, Tailor High Court Pet Mar 8 
Ord Mar 26 

Cuaaces, Witttam Heway, Porth, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Coates, Groros, a on Rag Merchant Dewsbury 
Pet Marl4 Ord 

Cops. ALrarp f+ , Florist Hastings Pet 
Marl5 Ord Mar 26 

Davis, Joun Warren, Dorset sq, Regent's Park High 
Court Pet Jan 22° Ord Mar 25 


| D , Lieut J F , Sh 
LIDGARD, HERBERT, Sheffield, Fish Merchant Sheffield | ee ee EA Ct Be 


Dec 5 Ord Mar 26 

Dissex, Franx, Water Lake Form, nr Handley, Dorset, 
Farmer Dorchester Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Epwarps, Rosert, Brandon, Suffolk, Hatter’s Furrier 
Norwich Pet Mari Ord Mar 27 

Goppagp, James Witt1am and Harry Georer Gopp, ep, 
Kirkley, Lowestoft, Plumbers Great Yarmouth Pat 
Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 





0 ar 

Joxzs, Joux, Talybont, Cardiganshire, Butcher Aberyst- 
wyth Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Le * As Marrarw, Wishes St Peter,  Saaiatien, Clothier 

"s Lynn Pet Mar 25 Ord M 

M a. aep, Burley in Wharfedale, Painter Leeds Pet 
Mar26 Ord Mar 26 

Moors, Tuomas Wit1Am, Undercliffe rd, Seatiem, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Mari Ord Mar 27 

Morais, Wittiam, Burton on Trent, _ Burton 
on Trent Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 

Mutwiow, a Rugby, Beer Retailer Coventry Pet 

- Mar 25 py t . 

ICHOLSON, JOSEPH —~ ees Surgeon Hizh Cou 

Pet Feb6 Ord Mar 2 . 

Owew, Epwaap, on al Joiner Bangor Pet Mar 25 
Ord Mar 25 

Pearce, Faeperick Eawest, Basinghall * Merchant's 
Manager High Court Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 25 

Pixk, Favee & Co, Strand, Builders High Court, Pet Oct 
18 Ord Mar 27 

— Haney Goopatx, Long Sutton, Lincoln, Innkeeper 

King’s + ~ Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

PaircHarp, ILLIAM _—- ny oe Glos, Farmer 
Gloucester Pet Mar 26 Ord Ma 

Ricr, te Neville ct, Fetter In, ) tie High Court 

t Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Rick wt, Henay James, Filton, Bristol Bristol Pet Mar 
26 Ord Mar 26 

Roacs, Ricuarp, and Wicttam Jons Joves, Pontilanfraith, 
Mon, Builders Newport, Mon Pet Mar 26 Ord 
Mar 26 

Rycance, Eowaarp, Peston, Wigan, Bricklayer Wigan 

Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 2 

Scack, Jouy, Darlin, = gr Hallway Clerk Stockton on Tees 
Pet Mar 23 Or 

Suatt, Samugy James, Droitwich, Worcester, Hotel Pro- 
prietor Worcester Pet Mar i Ord Mar 26 

Wooppaince, Caaaces Sreraey, Malden rd, Kentish Town, 
Grocer High Court Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 


Amended Notice substitutei for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 26 : 
Kina, Meneen, ey 1, Jommegmen Roller Sheffield 
Pet Jan 23 Ord J 
ome MEETINGS. 
Apvamson, Isaac Witttam, Houghton le Spring, Durham 
Joiner April12 at1l Off Rec, 3, Manor pi, Sunder- 


land 

Axtex, Heway Witiram, Colnbrook, Bucks, Baker April 
11 at 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Cameaoys, H, Cannon st, Tailor April 12 at12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs,Carey st 

Cuaruzs, Wituau gy Porth, Glam, Collier April 10 
at it. -15 Off Rec, St t Catherine's chmbra, St Catherine 

‘ont 
Cuemests, Groner, yr Yorke, Builder April 
at 11 at, Wi 


Off Reo, 2 
Coss, ALragp Jamas, Haacings, Flori Apel 6atli Off 
Rec, 12a, Marlborou notion 
Cocker, Asrave ih Tobacco Dealer 
1 9B 
he - jk change st, Baton April 12 


Davis, Joaxs Wagreyx, Dorset 
at 1 Bankruptcy magn Don st 
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Lieutenant James om Sheerness April 12 at 


me bldga, Carey 
Dioses, 2, = Ay Lake yarm, nr we Dorset, 
9 at 1.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, 
ain - Paltsbany 
Hayrwaaep, Joan Eowry, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Coal Mer- 
chant April Llat lt Of Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 


Mortow, Henson, Rugby, Beer Retailer Coventry Pet 
Mar25 Ord Mar 


Owes, Eowarp, Lianduino, Joiner Bangor Pet Mar 25 
Ord Mar 27 

Paattr, Haary Goopare, Long i, yn Tankeeper 
King’s Lyan Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

ae Wituam Joas, Mias ver watt Glos, Farm>r 

Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 2 





Jexxix, Herpert James, Newquay, Cornwall, Contract 
April 15 at 12 Off Rec, 12, Princes at, T: 

Jesxims, Geores Wituiau Josera, Edith a rd, Fulham 
April 1Lati Bankraptey bides, Carey st 

Law, Atsert Hegara, Ne senile A, ~ Tyae, 

Photographer A) — at it Of R:c, 30, Mosley st, 

Newcastle upon 

Mans, Faso, Barley in Wharfedale, Painter April 11 at 
12 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Mooae, Tuomas "WiuttaM, Uadercliffe rd, Lewisham, 
Solicitor April 15 at 12 R.A, bidgs, Carey st 

Mokgtey, Josera Wititam, Re ronm nger April 11 
at12.30 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, pyle 

Morais, Wittram, Barton on Trent, Wheelwright April 
10 at 1L Off Ree, 5, Victoria bldgs, London rd, Derby 

Mut.iow, Hzso Rugby, Beer Retailer April 11 at 10.45 
Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

Nicaotson, Joseru J, Leadenhall st,Sargeon April 15 at 
1 


ptey bldgs, 
Noats, Joszra Harvey, oti Notts, Land Agent 
April llat12 Off Ree, 10, Bank st, Lincola 
Pearce, Frepesick Eanesrt, Basinghall st, Merchant’s 
M Aprilllatil Bankruptcy bidgs, C jarey st 
Pink, Fayver & Co, —— Builders Aprill2at1l Bank- 


ruptcy bldgs, 
Bice, = Neville Fetter In, Greengrocer April 11 at 
1 Bankruptcy bi Carey st 


Bytayor, Eowaro, Wigan, Lancs, Bricklayer April 11 
ati1.30 Off Ree, 19, st, Bolton 

Stawnarp, Joun, Lowestoft, Licenced Hawker April 6 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Taogye, Bens amin "Tevsory, Chard, neat, Draper | 


April 10 at 3.15 3, Hammet st, Taunto: 

Tusxer, James, Sutton ia Ashfield, Notts, Clothier April 
10at11 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Twarres, Wituram Verwoy, Ashill, Norfolk, General 

Shopkeeper April6at12 Off Rec, 8, Kiog st, Norwich 
Woopsriver, Caarces Steruxen, Malden rd, Kentish Towa, 
Grocer April 12at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asnew, Emrty Maup, Salford, Baker Salford Pet Mar 
Ord Mar 27 

wa, Iavina Geoace Faervericx, Harrow View rd, 
Ealing, arg B Engi eer’s Assistant Brentford Pet 
Mar26 Ord M 

Cuaaies, WILLIAM in, ay Glam, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet Mar25 Ord Ma 

Crosstxouam, Haney, St one on Sea, Coal Merchant 
Hastings Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 25 

Dissex, Faanx, Water Lake Farm, nr Handley, Farmer 
Dorchester Pes Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Goppagp, James Witi1am and Harry Gsroras Gopparp, 
Kirkley, ae Plumbers Great Yarmouth Pet 
Mar 27 Ord Mar 2 

Harvwicke, Haroip = Denton, St James’ st, Picca 
dilly, Accountant High Court Pet Feb 20 Ord 

ar 

Hawxswoets, Lucy, Bentley with Arksey, Yorks Sheffield 
Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar v7 

Haywarp, oe Epwis, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Coal Mer- 
chant Leeds Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Hvoeuss, Joun Henny, Portmadoc, Grocer 
Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 


Jackin, Parr, reiien, nr North Somercotes, Lincs, 
Grocer Great Grimsby Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 
Jenkins, Grorer WILLIAM “y~) Edith rd, Fulham High 
Court Pet Mar25 Mar Ord 25 

Jonzs, Exvias, Blaenau Festinio, ~ Pm eeeettae, Miner 
Portmadoc Pet Mar25 0; 

Jonzs, Gairrita Liawecyx, Ba Tailor Bath Pet 
Mar 9 Ord Mar 26 

Joxes, Joux, Talybont, Ceadigenciien, Butcher Aberyst- 
wyth Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 

Lz Pia, Marrusw, Wisbech st Peter, aes 
Clothier King’s Lynn Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

Maxx, Faep, Burley in Wharfedale, Painter Leeds Pet 

26 Ord Mar 26 


Mipoietos, RicwarD CarTarw, Tottenham Court rd, 
Underwriter High Court Pet Jan 26 Ord Mar 26 

Morais, Wit11am, Burton on Trent, nae Burton 
on Trent Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 


Portmadoc 


Rice, Juay, Ne sille ct, Fetter ln, eabanseee High Court 
et Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

aeenanh CONSTANTIN WILULI4a, Brighton, House Far- 
nisher Brighton Pet Feb8 Ord Mar 27 

Rrckaros, Henry James, Filton, Bristol Bristol Pet 

+ Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Roaca, RICHARD, and WILLIAM JOHN JONES, Pontillan- 
fraith, Mon, Builders Newport, Moa Pet Mar 26 
Ord Mar 

RYLANOB, Eowann, Pemberton, Wig un, Lancs, Bricklayer 
Wigan Pet Mar°6 Ord Mar 26 

SLACK, JOHN, Darlington, Railway Clerk S:ockton on 
Tees Pet Mar 23 Or s 

SLADE, RONALD CRAWFORD, Newport, Moa, Accountant 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb 9 Ord Muar 27 

TELFORD, GeoRGE PHILLIP3, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
Builder Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Mir 1 Ord 
Mar 26 

WALDEN, TaomMAs Hewry, Frankfart rd, Herne hill, 
Builder High Court Pet Feb 8 Ord Mar 25 

WOODBRIDGE, CHARLES STEPHEN, Malden rd, Kentish 
Town, Grocer High Court Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 





London Gazette.—TUxRSDAY, April 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


| 
| 
| 
| 
ABREE, ROBERT JOHN, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Baker 
| Poole Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
| AIREY, JAMES HEN@Y, Sunderland, Watchmaker Sunder- 
| land Pet Mur 28 Od Mar 28 
ALKEVITOH, Lewis, and MORRIS ALKEVITCH, Charlotte st, 
| Shoreditch, Cabinet Makers High Court Pet Mar 30 
| Ord Mar 3) 
BOWDEN, ARTHUR COLSTON, and STANLEY ALEXANDER 
BowDEN, Bristol, Picture Frame Manufacturers 
| Bristol Pct Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 
BurG@ess, JOHN NIXON, Adiington, Lancs, Butcher Bolton 
Pet Mar 27 Ocd Mar 27 
| CARPENTER, Louts GEORGE, Ramsgate, Photographer 
Canterbury Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 
CHANCELLOR, ALBERT (deceased), Rich nond, Surrey 
Wandsworth Pet Nov2 Ord Feb8 
COLWILL, ALFRED GEORGE, Bude, Cornwall, 
Barnstaple Pet Mar23 Ord Mar 28 
Copsey, ARTHUR JAMES, North Pickenham, Norfolk, 
Coal Dealer King's Lynn Pet Mar23 Ord Mar 29 
EDWARDS, DAVID, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Biack- 
smith Portmadoc Pet Mar 28 Urd Mar 23 
EPsTEIN, PAULINE, Derby Nottingham Pet Mar 16 
Ord Mar 29 
FERDINAND, §S, Sun st, Finsbury, Warehouseman Gigh 
Court Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 29 
FITSALL, JOSEPH, Wells st, Albany rd, Camberwell, Fish 
Packer High Court Pet Mar 27 Or! Mar 23 
—— ADA ALICE, Bolton Bolton Pet Mar27 Ord 
ar 27 
FRAMPTON, HENRY SWI'HIN, and SIDNEY FRAMPTON, 
Winchester, Builders’ Merchant Winciester Pet 
Mar 14 Ord Mar 28 
GuRTON, HARRY, Tiptree, Essex, Builder Chelmsford Pet 
Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 
HART, Gnoeen, Ware, Herts, Plumber Hertford Pet Mar 
29 Ord Mar 29 
HENDERSON, LANCELOT, Crook, Durham, Confectioner 
Duarbam Pet Mar3) Ord Mar 30 
Hoek, WILLIAM, Alderwasley, Derby, Farmer Derby Pet 
Mar.27 Ord Mar 29 
Kine, WILLIAM, —_ Watchmaker Great Grimsby 
Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar z 
KNiI@HT, WILLIAM, Abertrider, Glam, Baker Pontypridd 
Pet Mar 30 Ord Mar 30 
LUSTGARTEN, ALBERT, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester, 
Salesman Salfori Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 27 
NorTs, JOSEPH HARVEY, Tuxford, Nottingh: am, Land 
Agent Lincoln Pes Mar 9 Ord Mar 25 
PAGE, GEORGE GRANVILLE, Woore, Salop, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Nantwich Pet Mar15 Ord Mar 29 
PAPPALARDO, FiLIpro, Leather in, Holbora, Provision 
Merchant High Court Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 
ROGERS, GEORGE, Cresseley, Pembroke, Baker Pembroke 
Dock Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 


Grocer 











SaxBy, LEONARD, Spee a5 rd, Lewisham, Clerk Green- 
wich Pet Mar 93 

SHaw, Ewiza, Leeds, Lexds Pet ¥ Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 

SOUTTEN, MARIE, Hyde Park mans, Spinster High Court 
Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 28 

TIZZARD, Torquay, Elecsrical Enginser Exeter Pet 
wes ‘Ord Mar 29 

TUrHILL, WILLIAM Henny, Holt, Norfolk, Builder Nor 
wich Pet Mar3” Ord Mar 30 

Wess, ToM, Plymouth, Boot Maker Plymouth Pet 
Mar 13 Ocd Mar 28 

Woop, F, (Male), Tavistock rd, North Kensington High 
Court Pet Mar 15 Ord Mar 23 

WricuHt, EDWARD, Oldbury, Proparty Owner West Brom- 
wich Pet Feb 14 Ocd Mar 28 

Waiant, Henry JOHN, Blackboy In, West Green 
Traveller High Court Pet Mar 23 Urd Mar 28 


FIRsT MEETINGS. 


ABREE, RoBERT JOHN, Boscomb3, Bournemouth, Baker 
April 10 at 4 Arcade chmors (first floor), Bourne- 
m uth 

ArruY, JAMES HENRY, Sunderland, Watchmaker April 
12 at 2 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 

ALKEevitcd, Lewis, and MorrRis ALKevitcH, Charlotte 
st, Shoreditch, Cavinet Makers April i6 atl Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

ALLEN, I'a0MAS CHARLES, Bishopston, General Dailer 
April 10 at 12.15 OF Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

ANDREWS, Herspeet Harry, Spalding, Meat Salesman 
April 12 at 1130 Law Courts, Peterborough 

ARMITAGE, WALTER, Shepley, nr Hudiderstield, Grocer 
April il at 11 Law Society's Room, Imperial arcade, 
New st, Huddersfield 

ANSLOW, ROBERT WILLIAM, and ANSLOW, EMILY MAUD, 
Salford, Bakera April 11 at 3 Of Ree, Byrom st 
Manchester 

BIRKBECK, IRVING GEORGE FREDERICK, Harrow View rd 
Euling, Civil Engineer's Assistant April 12 atilz Of 
Rec, 14, Bedford row, London 

BLACKBURN, BEN, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Contractor 
April 11 at 3 Off Rec, Bank cnmbrs, Corporation st 
Dewsbury 

BuRGEsSS, JOHN NIXON, Adlington, Lancs, Butcher April 
lsatill Ov Ree, 19, Exchange st, Boloon 

CHANCELLOR, ALBERT, Ricamond, Surrey April 10 at 12 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

CHAPMAN, WILLIAM HENRY, Oldbury on Severn, Glos 
Farmer April 10 at 12 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st 
Bristol 

Coates, GEORGE, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant April 11 
at 3.30 Of Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dews 


bury 

Cooper, WALTER ERNEST, Kirkley, Lowestoft, Harness 
Maker Apr110 at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, Kingst, Norwica 

FERDINAND, 8, Sun s', Finsbury, Warenouseman April 16 
atl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FITSALL, JoserH, Wells st, Albany rd, Camberwell, Fish 
Packer Aprill6 atlit Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

FLETCHER, ADA ALICE, Bolton April 12 at 11 Of Rec 
19, Exchange st, Bolton 

FRAMPION, HENRY SWITHIN, and SIDNEY FRAMPTON, 
Winchester, Builders’ Merchants April 11 a; 11.30 
Cora Exchange Winchester 

GODDARD, JAMES WILLIAM, and HARRY GEORGE GODDARD, 
Kirkley, Lowesto't, Piumbers April 10 at 12 Off 
Rec, 8. King st Norwich 

GRAY, ALIC#, and ANNIg GRAY, Bristol April 10 at 11°45 
Oif Rac, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

HARDING, GEORGE, Machynileth, Montgomery, Cycle Agent 
April 19 at 12.30 4, Baker st, Aberystwyth 

HAYTHORNWAITH, WILLIAM, Dockiug, Norfolk, Chemist 
April 10 at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

HUGHES, JOHN HENRY, Portmadoc,Grocer April 12 at 12 
Crypt chmbdrs, Chester 

JACK LINg PHILIP, Cornisholme, nr North Somercotes, Lincs, 
Grocer April 10 at 11 Off Rec, 8t Mary's chmbrs 
Great Grimsby 

JOHNSON, JOHN, Torquay, Devon, Architect, April 11 a’ 3 
Of Rec, 9, Bedford cir, Exeter 

JonEs, JOHN, Talybont, Cardigan, Butcher April 19 at 
12.45 4, Baker st, Aberystwyth 

Lewis, WILLIAM, Wes: Feiton, ar Oswestry, Farmer April 
11 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

LIDGARD, HERBERT, Sheffield, Fish Merchant April 11 at 
12 Off Kec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

LUSTGARTEN, ALBERT, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester 
Salesman April 11 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man 
chester 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


BMOORGATE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED IN i890. 


Lome, ONDON, 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitabie Insurance Ciauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


on application. 


The Corporation has extended its operations, and, in addition to Licenses Insuranoe, now covers 


risks in connection with :—Fire, Consequential Loss, Burglary, Workmen’s Compensation, 
Fidelity Cuarantee, Third Party, eto., under a perfected Pooling system of Insurance. 








APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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Owen, Epwarp, Liandudno, ‘Seles ‘April ue at 12 wo] 
Crypt combrs, Chester 

PAPPALARDU, FILIPPO, 7 Lane, Holborn, Provision 
Merchant Aprili7atil Buinkruptey bldgs, Carey st 

PRITCHARD, WILLIAM JOHN, Minsterworth, Gious, Farmer 
April 13 at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

ROACH, RICHARD and JouN WILLIAM JoNngs, Pontilan- 
raith, Mon,! Balider, April 10 at 11 Of Rec, 
144, Commercial rd, Mewport, Mon 

SAXBY, LEONARD, Springbank rd, Lewisham, Clerk April 


IZat tl 184, York rd Westminster Bridge rd 
SHAW, Eviza, Leeds April li at 11.380 Of Rec, 24, Bond 
at, Lees 


Snenp®ooxe, Joun Burtoy, Bolnhurst, Beds, Builder 
April 10 at 12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 
SLACK, JouN, Darlington, Durhs am, Railway Cierk April 
12 at 11.40 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Mid 
dlesbrough 

SMALL, SAMURL JAMES, Droitwich, Hotel Proprietor 
April lo at 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Wor 
cester 

SoUTTEN, MARIB, Hyde Park mans April 16at12 Bank- 
rupicy bidgs, Carey st 

TILLEY, CHARLES, Kington Langley, Wilts, Horse Dealer 
April 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

WALKER, HAROLD GEORGE and JOHN FREDERICK GrorGEe 
HAWKINS, Ip«wich, iotor Engineers April 10 at 2.30 
Ont Rec, 26, Princes st, Ipswich 

WHiIrs, HAROLD WILLIAM, Spalding, Lincs, Wheelwright 
Aprili2atil45 Law Courts, Peterborough 

WILD, WILLIAM EDWARD, Owthorpe, Notts, Farmer April 
~ at 11.30 Of Kec, 4, Castie pl, Park st, Notting- 

am 

Woop, F (male), Tavistock road, North Kensington April 
17 at 11.30 Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey st 

Wriont, Henry Joun, Blackboy lane, West Green 
Traveller April 17 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ABREF, Ropsert JonN, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Baker 
Poole Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 

Arkey, JAMES HENRY, Sunderland, Watchmaker Sunder- 
land Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

ALKEVITCH, LEWIS and Morris ALKEvrron, Charlotte 
st, Shoreditch, Cabinet Makers High Court Pet 
Mar 30 Ord Mar Sy 

BAInb, THOMAS, Willingale, Essex, Farmer Chelmsford 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Mar 30 

BOWDEN, ARTHOK CoLsToWN and STANLEY ALEXANI ER 
BIWDEN, Bristol, Picture Frame Manufacturers 
Bristol Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 2 

BURGES’, JOHN NIxoN, Adlington, Lancs, Batcher 
Bolton Pet Marz7 Ord Mar 27 

CARPENTER, Lovis Groner, Ramagate, Photographer 
Canterbury Pet Mar27 Ord Mar 27 

CHAPMAN, WILLIAM Henry, Oldbury on Severn, Glos, 
Farmer Bristoit Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 30 

COATES, GBORGE, Batley, Yorks, Rag Merchant Dewsbury 


Pet Marl4 Ord Mar 28 
COCKER, ARTHUR WHITEHRAD, Bolton, 
Bolton Pet Mars Ord Mar 28 
COLWILL, ALFRED GEORGE, Bude, Cornwall, Grocer 
stapie Pet Mar2s Ord Mar 28 

CovsRY, ARTHUR JamMkS, North Pickenham, Norfolk, Coal 
Dealer King's Lynn Pet Mir 20 Ocd Mar 29 

CULLIPORD, ALBERT GEORGE, Birmingham, Stock Broker 
Birmingham Pet Nov8 Ord Dec138 

DOWNING, GBoRGR, Conisborough, Yorks, Builder Sheffield 
Pet Mar5 Ord Mar 29 

Eowakps, David, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Black- 
smith Portmadoc Pet Mar 2s Ord Mar 28 

Epwakps, Ropert, Brandon, Suffolk, Hatter'’s Farrier 
Norwich Pet Mar 1 Urd Mar 30 

FITSALL, JOSEPH, Wells st, Albany rd, Camberwell, Fish 
Packer High Court Pet Mar 27 Ora Mar 28 

FLETCHER, ADA ALICR, Bolton Bolton Pet Mar27 Ord 
Mar 27 

GURTON, Harry, Tiptree, 
Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 29 

GARDING, GRORGE, Mach 
Agent Aberystwyth 


Tobacco Dealer 


Barn- 


Essex, Builder Chelmsford 


nileth, Montgomery, Cycle 

et Mar 23 Ord Mar 28 

HENDERSON, Li iNCELOT, Crook, Darham, Cartman 
Durham Pet Mar30 Ord Mar 30 

HoLporort, JossrH, and JouN JAMes HoLpcrort. Hanley, 


Staffs, Coal Merchants H niey Pet Fed 9 Ord Mar 
29 
HoLe, WILLIAM. Alderwasley, Derby, Farmer Derby 


Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 29 


JOHNSON, JOHN, Torquay, Architect Exeter Pet Mar 11 


Ord Mar 28 

Kine, WILLIAM, Louth, Watchmaker Great (Crimsby 
Pet Marz? Ord Mar 27 

KNIGHT, WILLIAM, Abertridwr, Baker Pontypridd Pet 
Mar 30 Ord Mar wo 

PAPPALARDO, FILippo, Leather In, Holborn, Provision 
Merchant High Court Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 29 

PHILLIPS, HENRY JOHN, Merthyr Tydfil, Outfitter Aber- 


dare Pet Marll Ori Mar 28 

ROGERS, GRORGE, Cress lly, Pembroke, Baker Pembroke 
Dock Pet Mar 20 Ord Mar 29 

SALEM, Issac MARCO, West Didsbu-y, Manchester 
Generai Merchant Manch.ster Pet Jan 24 Ord 
Mar 2s 


SAXBY, LEONARD, Springbank rd, Lewisham, Clerk Green- 
wich Pet Mar28 Ord Mar 28 

SMALL, SAMUEL JAMES, Droitwich, 
Worcester Pet Maril Ord Mar 30 

SHAW, KLIZA, Leeds Leeds Pet Mar 29 

— MARIg, Hyde Park mans, Spinster 

t Mae 28 Ord Mar 238 

Testes, ERxnxgst WILLIAM, Croftdown rd, Highgate High 
Court Pet Dec 19 Ord Mar us 

TUTHILL, WILLIAM HENRY, ae Norfolk, Builder Nor- 
wich Pet Mar 80 Ord Mar 

WERYER, DERRICR yr St in st High Court Pet 
Nov 30 Ord Mar 

WRIGHT, Henny pao "Blackboy hn, he Green, Traveller 
High Qourt Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 2 


Hotel Proprietor 


Ord Mar 29 
High Court 





CHARITIES, &c. 











CHARITIES, &c. 





THE GHURCH ARMY 


Earnestly asks Aid for its Extensive Work 
(Social and Evangelistic) on behalf of the 
OUTCAST AND DISTRESSED. 

120 LABOUR HOMES and similar inetit u- 
tions for reclamation of criminals, loafers, 


and social wreckage generally, male and 
female. 


YOUTHS’ HOMES. FARM COLONY. 
Numerous Probation Officers under Proba- 
tion of Offenders Act. FUNDS, Old 
Clothes, and Firewood Orders (3s. 6d. 
100 bundles) urgently required. Also o 

of VOLUNTARY SERVICE. 


LECACIES EARNESTLY REQUESTED. 


Cheques, crossed ‘‘ Barclays’, a/e Church 


ers 


Army,” to PREBENDARY CARLILE, 

Hon, Chief Secretary, Headquarters, 

55, Bryanston Street, Marble Arch, 
London, W. 

















THE EAST LONDON CHURCH FUND. 


PRESIDENTS: 
THE BISHOPS OF ISLINGTON and STEPNEY. 








The object of this Fund is to bring more 

ristian Workers into East London, 
which has a working-class population of over two | 
millions. It now helps to maintain 


215 Lay and 
205 Clerical Agents, 


and earnestly solicits help by 
Subscription or Donation 
and Legacy. 


Secretary: Rev. H. A. E. STANDVFAST, M.A. 
Office: 70, Hamilton House, Bishopsgate, E.C. 


RC ARN 
SMYLY’S HOMES 


and Free Day Schools 
FOR NECESSITOUS CHILDREN, Dublin. 


Evangelical, Scriptural Teaching Daily. Estab. HalfaCentury 


BENEFITING OVER A THOUSAND CHILDREN. 








DR. BARNARDO’S 
HOMES: 


NATIONAL INCORPORATED ASSOCIATION, 
{i i118 MAJESTY THE KING. 
Patnons/ HER MAJESTY THE EN. 
HER MAJESTY QUEE "ALEXANDRA, 
ane THE DUKE OF SOMERSET. 
‘(No Destitute Child ever Refused Admission.” 
No Waiting List. 

9,100 CHILDREN ALWAYS IN RESIDENCE, 
%, 462 C HILDREN | HAVE PASSED THROUGH 
THE RESCUE DOORS. 

23,622 BOYS AND GIRLS EMIGRATED. 
98 per cent. are successful, 
Bequest Forms on application to General Secr-tary. 


Hon. Director: William Baker, Esq., M.A., LL.B. 
Hon. Treasurer: Howard Williams, Esq. 
General Secretary: Claude Wright. 
Head Offices of the Association : 
18 to 2%, STEPNEY CAUSEWAY, LONDON, FE 














Financial help is earnest y invitei, and w _ afi 
rece:ved and acknowledged by The Mis 
Grattan-st., Dublin Gifts of Clothing for the Children 
and Articles for Sales of Work are always welcomé, 

















INFANT ORPHAN ASYLUM, WANSTEAD. | 


This Inst:tution maintains, clothes and educates the 
orphans »f persons once in good circumstances. They are 
received from all parts of tne Empire, and are admitted 
atany age under seven. 

Toe next Election will take place on May 20th, when 
Twenty Chiidren—viz.: Ten Boys and Ten Girls 
—wihil be elected. 

Annual subscriptions from 10/6, or Life Subscriptions 
oon 66 6a, entitle the Donors to vote at the forthcoming 
election. 








JOHN HILL, Treasurer. 
Commun. HARRY C. MARTIN, R.N., 
Sec. and Supt, 
Offices: 68, LuDGATS® Hitin, B.C. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 
For the Benefit of Widowsand Families of Solicitors in the 
Metropolis and Vicinity. 
INSTITUTED 1817. 
Supported by Life and Annual Subscriptions and by 
Donations. 

This Association consists of Solicitors residing and prac- 
tising in the Metropolis or within the Bills of Mortality, 
aud its objects are (amongst ) 

To grant relief to the Widow and Children of any 
— Member, or if none, thea to other relatives 
pendent on him for support. 

rhe Pellet afforded last year amounted to £1,643. 

Aw jon of One Guinea per annum constitutes a 
Member, and a payment of Ten Guineas meni for 
life. 

Application to be made to the SsoneTaRy, :. , ar 
Barron, 3, Gray's-inn-place, Gray's-inn, London, W 











ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated). 


LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
resident: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Treasurer: GUY ya Esq. 
Number of patients weekly, 800. 
Help in Legacies and Donations 
fowards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 


£7,500 required. 


A Donation of £10 10s. constitutes Life Governorship. 
% =e. A. ABNAUDIN. 
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PRIVATE _ 


NURSING HOME 


For those suffering with any 


NERVE TROUBLE, 


Or needing care and supervision. 








HIGHLY RECOMMENDED, 
MEDICAL MEN IN ATTENDANCE. 
TERMS FROM 2 GUINEAS. 


Apply MATRON, “White Hall,” South Norwood Hill, 5. E. 


Tel. : 925 Sydenham. 


‘TYPEWRITERS’ 














SOLICITORS’ 
MACHINES, 
£10 ICs. 
Hire 10/- Month, 27/6 
Quarter. Deducted if 
bought. 
se ie Se 








TAYLOR’S LTD. 
L (Dept. Solr.) 74, Chancery Lane, London. } 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
PRINTERS, \LimMITED. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 
FETTER LANE, LONDON, EC. 


























